I HTW smrnfT 

II L.B.S. National Academy of Administration 

MUSsdORIE 
I LIBRARY 


I 

I 


sra 7 % 

Accession No. _ 
Class No. 


Book No. _ 


V 4S>o<SE» 


14JSS 

45a4._ 

■"X 


184 

Tay 



LBSNAA 




PLATO 

THE MAN AND HIS WORK 



BY THE SAME AHTilOI^ 

ini' i M Mi;N'rs oi' M j:'i N I'ln sK s 
I'LAIO : TIM.I T’S ANI» rKlllAS 

(a Traiislalinii;. 



PLATO 


THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

BY 

A. E. TAYLOR 

^‘KOl■L^^lUK ot' MuKAl I'll 11 k»S‘ H'H V, U M \ 1:. l^: S I 1 "i' O] HDINBI'K'.H 



METHUEN & GO. LTD. 

36 ESSEX STREET W.G. 
LONDON 



First Puhhshnl Odo^u’} jSth 
StitmJ Edition June /o-*; 

'I hud I dit ion, Kerised and Enlarged, (hlolwf K/jg 
1 uinth Edition, Eerised, Udotni H) 
l ijth Edition July i<,.fS 
is nth hd'dion June mgg 
Ee/ointcd 


6.2 

CATALOGi:i<: NO. 3657/lT 


PKINIKU IN GKtAI BKIT.MN 



TO 

ALL TRUE LOVERS OP' PLATO, QUICK AND DEAD. 

AND IN PARTICULAR TO 

Profkssor CONSTANTIN RITTER 

Va^/njffti il s/uu'w c V jcrande am ore 




PREFACE 


I HOPE two classes of readers may find their account in this 
book — “Honours students” in our Univ^ersities, and readers 
with philosopliical interests, but no great store of Greek 
scholarsliip. What both classes most need in a work about Plato 
is to be told just what Plato has to say about the problems of 
thought and life, and how he says it. What neither needs is to be 
told what some contemporary thinks Plato should have said. The 
sense of the greatest thinker of the ancient world ought not to be 
trimmed to suit the tastes of a modern neo-^"antian, neoHegelian, 
or neo-realist. Again, to understand Plato’s thought we must see 
it in the right historical i>ersp(‘Ctive. The standing background of 
the picture must be the social, political, and economic life of the 
age of Socrates, or, for the Lau's, of the age of Plato. These con- 
siderations have det(’rmined the form of the present volume. It 
offers an analysis of the dialogues, not a systematization of their 
contents under a set of subject-headings. Plato himself hated 
nothing more than system-making. If he had a system, he has 
refused to tell us what it was, and if we attempt to force a system 
on a mind which was always growing, we are sure to end by mis- 
representation. This is why I have tried to tell the reader just 
what Plato says, and made no attempt to force a “ .system ” on the 
Platonic text. My own comments arc intended to su])ply exegesis, 
based as closely as may be on Plato’s own words, not to applaud 
nor to denounce. The re.sult, I hope, is a picture which may claim 
the merit of historical fidelity. For the same reason I have been 
unusually careful to determine the date and historical setting 
assumed for each dialogue. We cannot really understand the 
Republic or the Gorf[ias if we forget that the Athens of these con- 
versations is meant to be the Athens of Nicias or Cleon, not the 
very different Athens of Plato's own manhood, or if we find polemic 
against Isocrates, in talk suppo.sed to have passed at a time when 
Isocrates was a mere boy. If it were not that the remark might 
sound immodest, I would say that the model I have had before me 
is Grote’s great work on the Companions of Socrates. Enjoying 
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neither Crete’s superb scholarship nor his freedom from limitations 
of spnee, I have pcrhafxs the compensation of freedom from the 
prejudices of a party. Wiia fever bias I may have in metaphysics 
or in politics, I have tried to keep it out of my treatment of Plato. 

I must apologize for some unavoidable omissions. I have been 
unable to include a chapter on the Academy in the generation 
after Idalo and Aristotle’s criticisms of it ; I have had to exclude 
from consideration the minor ditbia and the spuria of the Platonic 
corpus ; I have passed very lightly over much of the biology of the 
Timaeiis. These omissions have been forced on me by the necessity 
of saying what 1 have to say in one volume of moderate compass. 
For the same reason I have had to make my concluding chaj)ter 
little more than a series of hints. This omission will, I trust, be 
remedied by the publication of a study, “Forms and Numbers, ” which 
will, in part. app(‘ar in Mind simultaneously with the issue of this 
volume. Tlie details of the Timaeus are fully dealt with in a 
Commentary now in course of printing at the ('larendon Press. A 
brief account — better than none — of the transmission of the Platonic 
tradition will be found in my little book. Platonism and its Influence 
(1924 ; Marshall Jones Co., Boston, U.S.A. ; British Agents, 
Harrap & Son). 

Want of space has sometimes forced me to state a conclusion 
without a review of the evid(‘nce, but I hope I have usually indicated 
the quarters where the evidence may be sought. May I say, once 
for all. that this book is no compilation ” ? I have tried to form 
a judgment on all questions, great and small, for myself, and nuuition 
of any work, ancient or modern, means, with the rarest of cxcc'ptions. 
that I have studied it from one end to the other. 

riuTe remains the grateful duty of acknowledging obligations. 

I am a debtor to many besides those whom I actually quote, and I 
hope 1 have not learned least from many whose views 1 feel bound 
to o'ject. In some cases 1 have echot'd a well known phrase' or 
accept('d a well-e'stablished result without express and formal 
acknowledgment. It must be unde'rstood that such things are 
mere cotisequencA’s of the impossibility oi ( xcessive multijdicaticm 
of footnotes, and that 1 here, once for all, request any one from 
whom I may have mad(! such a loan to accej)t my thanks. 'Fhe 
recommendations at the ends of chapters are not meant to be 
exhaustive nor necessarily to imply agreement with all that is said 
in the work or chapter recommended. The last thing I should wish 
is that my rea^ders should see Plato through my spectacles. I wish 
here to make general mention of obligation to a host of scholars of 
our own time, such as Professors Apelt, Parmentier, Robin, Dr. 
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Adolfo Levi, the late Dr. James Adam, and others, besides those 
whose names recur more frequently in my pages. The immense 
debt of my own generation to scholars of an earIi(T date, such as 
Grote, Zeller, Ihels, Baeuraker, Bonitz, is too obvious to need more 
than this simple reference. 

To two living scholars I must make very special acknowledgment. 
How much I owe to the published writings of my friend and colleague 
in Scotland, Professor Burnet, will be apparent on almost every page 
of my book ; 1 owe. evem more to suggestions of every kind recadved 
during a personal intercourse of many years. I owe no less to 
Professor C. Ritter of Tubing(‘n, who has given us, as part of the 
work of a life devot('d to Platonic researches, the best existing 
commentary on the Laws and the finest existing full-length study 
of Plato and his philosophy as a whole. One cannot despair of 
one’s kind when one nanembers that such a work w’as brought to 
completion in the darke.st years Europe ha.*^ known since 1648. It 
is a great honour to me that Dr. Ritter has allowed me to a.ssociate 
his name with this poor volume. lunally, I thank the publishers 
for their kindness in allowing the book to run to such a kuigth. 

A. E. TAYLOR 

Edinburgh, July 1926 


NOTE TO SECOND EDITION 

T his Second Edition only diffiTs from th(' first by the 
correction nf misprints. th(‘ addition of one or twf» 
ndcri'iK'es and the modification of a few words in two or 
three of the footnotes. 

A. £. TAYLOR 

Edinburgh, Miifch 1927 



NOTE TO THIRD EDITION 


A part from minor corrections and some additions to the 
references appended to various chaj)ters, this edition only 
differs from its precursors by the presence of a Chronological 
Table of Dales and an Appendix, dealing l)rielly witli the dubia 
and spuria of the Platonic tradition. (1 have, for convenience* 
sake, included in this a short account of a number of Platonic 
epistles whicli I myself believe to be neitluT dubious nor spurious, 
but have not had occasion to cit(‘ in the body of the book.) I 
should explain that this essay was substantially written in 1926, 
though it ]]as been revised since. 

I take this opportunity of mentioning the following recent works, 
to which I shoiild have been glad to give more specific referr'i ires 
in the text, had they come into my hands a little .sooner. All will 
be found valuable by the serious student of Plato. 

|. — VJatou dvr IlrrJcher. 102S.) 

Soi.Msi;x, V. J)('> iLutn'icklnug dcr Arisiotclischcn Lo^ik and 
Rhciorik. (l^(Tlin, 1029.) 

\Valzi<:k, R. — Moralia und .i yistofelisrhc Kthik. (l)cilin, 

I'lJU.) 

T(.)10m.i rz, 0. — Das V crkdltnis ixai Mathonatik und htcrtilrkrc bci 
Plat<\ in QitcUen und Shtdirn zur (tCscJui hte dcr Mathcniatik /. i. 
(Berlin. 1929.) 

Robin, L. — Greek I'liou^ht and the Origins oj the Scioitijic Spirit. 
(h^ 'I'r. from tJic rcvis(‘(.l edition of the author’s La Dcj/see 
Grecque, h-ondon, i()2S.) 

A. 1 C. T AY IX)R. 

IIUINIUIKOII, July, 1929 

NOTE TO FOURTH EDITION 

I HAVh" m<ide few clianges in this new ('dition of fh(' text, 
thoiigli I hav(‘ bec'ii led to rewrite* oik‘ or two paragraphs in 
the cha|)ter on the Tiniacus by study of ProR'ssor ('ornford’s 
vahia])]e commenlary on Ids translation of the dialogue. I have 
tried to nanoN'c misprints and dcdected errors tliroughout. Among 
works important for tlie .student of Plato pul)lis]i(Hl siiKT th(' (sarlicr 
editions of this book I (ould mention in j)articula.r the following : 

P’KUTKa'.K, P. l.e'i Mythes dc I'lafon. (Pans, 1030.) 

Shokj:'.', P. — What Plato Said, (('hicago, 1033.) 

Novotny, V . — Platonis lipistulae. (Jinio, 1930.) 

Harward, J.— - 77 /r Platonic Epistles. (Iv d'r. (.'and »ndge, [932.) 
Field, (j. C. — Plato and Ilis Contemporaries. (I>ond()n, 1930.) 
CoRNFORU, F. M. — Plato's Cosnwloff'w the Timaeiis oj Plato trans- 
lated with a running comnirntarw (l.ondon, 1937.) 

SciiULi., P. M.- -Essai sur la L'ormatiun dc la Pensee Grecque. (Paris, 

1934 ) 
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PLATO 

THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

CHAPTER I 

THE LIFE OF PLATO 1 

P LATO, son of Aristoii and Pcrictione, was born in the month 
Thargelion (May- June) of the first y(‘ar of the eighty-eighth 
Olympiad by tlie reckoning of tlie scholars of Alexandria, 
428-7 ICC. of our own era, and died at the age of eighty or eight}'- 
one in 01 . to8.t (348-7 b.c.). These dates rest appanuitly on the 
authority of the great Alexandrian chronologist Eratosthenes and 
may be accepted as certain. Plato’s birtli thus falls in tlie fourth 
year of the Arcliidamian war, in tlie year following the death 
of Perid(‘s, and Jus death only ten years before the battle of Chne- 
ronea, which finally secured to Philip of Macedon the hegtMuony 
of the Hellenic world. His family was, on both sides, one of the 
most distinguished in the Athens of the Periclean age. On the 
father’s side the pedigree was traditionally believed to go back to 
the old kings of Athens, and through them to the god Posidon. On 
the mother’s side the descent is equally illustrious and more his- 

* The cliief extant lives are : (a) Apuleius, dc Platove, i. 1-4 ; {/>) I>iogenes 
Laertius, iii. i (critical edition, Basle, 1907) ; (r) Olympiodorus (P/u/ci;//.? Operc/. 
ed. Hermann, vi. 190-195). The least bad of {hese is (fc), which appears 
to have been originally composed for a lady amateur of Platonic philoso})liy 
( ^(XoTrXarwpi M not SiKaiujs vnapxoi’ffy , § 47), not before the latter part 
of the first century of our era. The one or two references to the scholar 
Favoriniis of Arles may po.ssibly be later marginal annotations by an owner 
or copier of the text. If they are original, they would bring down the date 
of the Life to the latter part of the second century a.d. In the main Diogenes 
Laertius appears to give the ver.sioii of Plato's life accepted by the literati 
of Alexandria. But we can see from what we kiuiw of the work of Alex^ 
andrians like Sotioii, Satyrus, and ITermippu.s, that biographies were already 
being ruined by the craze for romantic or j)iqiiant anecdote before the end 
oi the third century n.r. In Plato’s case there is a peculiar reason for 
suspicion of Alexandrian narratives. The writers were largely dependent 
on the a.ssertions of Aristoxenus of 'I'arentuni, a scholar of Aristotle who 
had known the latest generation of the fourth century Pythagoreans. Aris- 
toxenus has Jong been recognized as a singularly mendacious person, and 
he had motives for misrepresenting both Socrates and I'lato. See Burnet, 
Greek Philosophy, Part i., p. 153. 
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toricallv c.-i iain, and is incident uUv recorded for us by Phto liini.rlf 
in the fimaeus. ]^•rictionc was sister of ( hanriidcs and coiisi/i (,l 
Critids. both prominent figures in tiu* brief oligarchic anarchy 
which followed on the collapse of Athens at the end of the P(‘Iopoii- 
nesian war (40*4—3 B.C.). I he grandfather of tiiis ( ritias, Jdato.s 
maternal great-grandfather, was another ( ritias, introduced in the 
Timaeus, wJiose own great-grandfath(*r ])roj)ides was a " friend and 
kinsman " of Solon, the great Attic legislator. 'Flu* fatiier of this 
Dropides, also called Dropides, the first inemlxT of the house who 
ligures in authentic history, was the arclion of the year (>44 n.e. 
Besides Plato hiins(‘lf, Ariston and Perictione had at least three 
other children. These were two older sons. Adimantus and ( ilaiicon. 
wlio a4)pear as young riKui in Plato's Republic, and a daiight(a‘ 
Potone. Ariston ap])ears to have died in Plato's childhood ; his 
wid<nv then married her uncle Pyrilampes. whom we know from the 
allusions of the comic poets to have been a personal intimate of 
Pericles as well as a prominent supporter of his p()lie3\ Pyrilampes 
was already by a former marriage the fathiT of "the handsome 
Demiis, the great “ beauty " of the time of the Archidamian war ; 
by IVrictione he had a younger son Antiphon who appears in Plato's 
Parmenides, where we learn that he had given up philosophy for 
horses.^ 

d'hese facts are of considerable importance for the student of 
Plato's .subsequent career. Nothing is more characteristic of him 
than his lifelong conviction that it is the imperative duty of the 
pliiloso]dier, whose Iiighest personal happiness would be found in 
the life of serene contemplation of truth, to make the supreme 
sacrifice of devoting the best of his manhood to the service of his 
fellows as a statesman and legislator, if the oj)porl unity ofh.rs. 
Plato was not content to preach this doctrine in the Republic ; he 
practised it, as we shall see. in his own life. 'Fhe emphasis he lays 
on it is largely explained when we remember that from the first he 
gr(‘W uj) in a family with traditions of Solon and accustomt'd through 
several generations to play a prominent part in the public life of 
the State. .Something of Plato’s remarkable insight into the realities 
of political life must, no doubt, be set down to ('arly upbringing in 
a liousehold of “ public men." So, too, it is important to remember, 
though it is too often forgotten, that the most receptive years of 
Plato’s (^arly life must have been spent in the houst hold of his step- 
father, a prominent figure of the Periclean regime. Idato has often 
been accused of a bias against " democracy." if he had such a 
bias, it is not to be accounted for by the influence of early sur- 
roundings. He must have been originally indoctrinated with 
" Periclean " politics ; his dislike of them in later life, so far as it 
^ See the family tree in Hiirnet.Gm^A- Philosophy, Part /., App(;ndix I p. 357. 
For Pyrilampe.s, cf, Channides, and for Ueinus, Gorgias, 5, Aristo- 

phanes, Wasps, 98. According to Ep. xiii. 30 1#?, Perictione was still alive 
at the date of writing {i.e. about 366), but her death was expected, as 
Plato s{)eaks of the expense of the funeral as one which he will shortly have to 
meet. Nothing is known of Pyrilampes after the battle of Delium (424 B.c.). 
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is real at all, is best intelligible as a consequence of having been 
“ behind the scenes.** If he really disliked democracy, it was not 
with the dislike of ignorance but with that of the man who has 
known too much. 

The actual history of Plato's life up to his sixtieth year is almost 
a blank. In his own dialogues he makes a practice of silence about 
himself, only broken once in the Apolof^y, where he names himself as 
one of the friends who urged Socrates to increase the amount of the 
line he proposed on himself from one mina to thirty and of^^red 
to give security for the payment, and again in the Phacdo, where 
he mentions an illness as the explanation of his ribsence from the 
death-scene.^ Aristofle adds the one further detail that Plato had 
been “ in his youth familiar with *’ the Heraclhean Cratylus, though 
we cannot be absolutely sure that this is more than a coiiji'cture ot 
Aristotle's own. 'I'he later writers of th(* extant Livc^ of Plato add 
som(‘ details, but these an^ mainly of a ])urely anecdotal kind and 
not to be implicitly trusted. In any case thi‘ir scraps of aiu'cdote 
throw no light on Plato's life or character and we may safely 
neglect them here. All we can be sure of, down to Plato’s twenty- 
sixth year, is that the influence of friendship with Socrates must 
have bec'n the most potent force in the moulding of his mind. (We 
may add that if .Aristotle's statement about Cratylus ^ really is 
more than an inference, tlu' Heraclitean doctrine, learned from 
Cratylus, that the world disclosed to us by our .senses is a scene of 
incessant and incalculable mutability and variation, was onc‘ which 
Plato never forgot. He drew, says Aristotle, tlu^ conclusion that 
since there is genuine science, that of which science treats must be 
something other than this unresting “ flux ” of sense-appearances.) 

The gossiping Alexandrian biographers represented Plato as 
hearing " Socrates at the age of eighteen or twenty. This cannot 
mean that his first introduction to Socrates took place at that age. 
We know from Plato him.sclf that Socrates had made the close 
acquaintance of Plato’s uncle Charmides in the year 431, and was 
even then familiar with Critias.® Presumably Plato’s acquaintance 
with Socrates, then, went back as far as he could remember. The 
Alexandrian tales will only mean that Plato became a “ disciple ” 
of Socrates as soon as he was an or “ adolescent,” a period 

of life currently reckoned as beginning at eighteen and ending at 
twenty. Even with this explanation the story is probably not 
accurate. Both Plato and Isocrates, his older contemporary, 
emphatically deny that Socrates ever had any actual ” disciples ” 
whom he ” instructed,” and Plato himself, in a letter written nearly 
at the end of his life, puts the matter in a truer light. He tells us 
the re that at the time of the ” oligarchical *' usurpation of 404-3, 
br ing still a very young man, he was looking forward to a political 
career and was urged by relatives who were among tlu' revolu- 
tionaries (no doubt, Critias and Charmides) to enter public life 

* Apology, 38/' 6, Phaedo, to. * Aristotle, Met. gSya 32. 

• See the opening pages of the Charmides. 
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under their auspices, but waited to see first what their policy would 
be. He was horrified to find that they soon showed signs of lawless 
violence, and finally disgusted when they attempted to make his 
elderly friend Socrates/’ the best man of his time, an accomplice* 
in the illegal arrest and execution of a fellow-citi/en whose property 
they intended to confiscate. The leaders of restor(*d d(‘Tnocracy 
did worse, for they actually put Socrates to death on an absurd 
charge of impiety, 'fhis, Plato says, put an end to his own political 
aspirations. For in politics nothing can be achieved without a 
party, and the treatment of Socrates by both the Athenian factions 
proved that there was no party at Athens with whom an honourablt* 
man could work. The suggestion clearly made here is that Plato 
did not regard Socrates as, properly speaking, a master. He loved 
liim personally as a young man loves a revered elder friend, and he 
thought of him as a martyr. But it was not until the actual execu- 
tion of Socrates o]'>cned his eyes once for all that he gave up his 
original int(*nlion of taking up active political life as his career. 
His original aspirations liacl been those of the social and legislative 
reformer, not those of the thinker or man of science.^ 

Hermodorus/ an original member of Plato's Academy, stated 
that for the moment the friends of Socrates felt themselves in 
danger just after his death, and that Plato in particular, with 
others, withdrew for a while to the neighbouring city of Megara 
under the protection of Euclidcs of that city, a philosopher who was 
among the foreign friends present at the death of Socrates and 
combined certain Socratic tenets with the Elcaticism of Parmenides. 
This temporary concentration at Megara presumably would only 
last until the feelings aroused in connexion with the cause celebrc 
had had time to blow over. The biographers narrate that it was 
followed by some years of travel to Gyrene, Italy, and Egypt, and 
that the Academy was then founded on Plato’s return to Athens. 
How much of this story — none of it rests, like the mention of the 
sojourn in Megara, on the evidence of Hermodorus — may be true, is 
very doubtful. Plato himself, in the letter already alluded to, 
merely says that he visited Italy and Sicily at the age of forty and 
was repelled by the sensual luxury of the life led there by the well- 
to-do. His language on the whole implies that most of the time 
between this journey and the death of Socrates had been spent at 
Athens, watching the public conduct of the city and drawing the 
conclusion that good government can only be expected when 
" either true and genuine philosophers find their way to political 
authority or powerful politicians by the favour of Providence take 
to true philosophy." He says nothing of travels in Africa or 
Egypt, though some of the observations made in the Lait^s about 
the art and music, the arithmetic and the games of the Egyptian 
children have the appearance of being first-hand. The one 
fateful result of Plato's " travels," in any case, is that he won 
the whole-hearted devotion of a young man of ability and 
^ See the full explanation of all this at Ep. vii. 3246 ^ 4. * D.L., iii. 6. 
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promise, Dion, son-in-law of the reigning “ tyrant ” of Syracuse, 
Dionysius 

The founding of the Academy is the turning-point in Plato's 
life, and in some ways the most memorable event in the history oi 
Western European science. For Plato it meant that, after long 
waiting, he had found his true work in life. He was henceforth to 
be the first president of a permanent institution for the prosecution 
of science* by original research. In one way the career was not a 
wholly unprecedented one. Plato's rather older contemporary 
Isocrates presided in the same way over an establishment for higher 
education, and it is likely that his .school was rather the older of the 
two. The* novel thing about the Platonic Academy was tliat it 
was an institutiijn for the prosecution of scientific study. Lsocrates, 
like Plato, believed in training young men for public life. But unlike 
Plato he held the opinion of the “ man in the street " about the 
uselessness of science. It was his boast that the education he had 
to offer was not founded on hard and abstract science with no 
visible humanistic interest about it ; he professed to teach 
“opinions,” as we should say, to provide the ambitious aspirant 
to public life with “ points of view,” and to ^rain him to express his 
“ point of view ” with the maximum of polish and persuasiveness. 
I'his is just the aim of “ journalism ” in its best forms, and Isocrates 
is the spiritual father of all the ” essayists,” from his own day to 
ours, who practise the agreeable and sometimes beneficial art of 
saying nothing, or saying the common])lace, in a perfect style. He 
would be the “ Greek Addison ” but for the fact that personally 
he was a man of real discernment in political matters and, unlike 
Addison, really had .something to say. But it is needless to remark 
that an education in humanistic commonplace has never really 
proved the right kind of training to turn out great men of action. 
Plato's rival scheme meant the practical application to education 
of the conviction which had become permanent with him that the 
hope of the world depends on the union of political power and 
genuine science. This is why the pure mathematics — the one 
department of sheer hard thinking which had attained any serious 
development in the fourth century B.c. — formed the backbone of 
the curriculum, and why in the latter part of the century the two 
types of men who were successfully turned out in the Academy 
were original mathematicians and skilled legislators and admini- 

* I have said nothing of the story related, e.g., in D.L., iii., 18-21, that 
Dionysius 1 had Plato kidnapped and handed over to a S])artan admiral who 
exposed him for sale at Aegina, where he was ransomed by an acquaintance 
from Gyrene. The story, though quite possible, seems not too probable, and 
looks to be no more than an anecdote intended to blacken the character of 
Dionysius, who in fact, though masterful enough, was neither brute nor fool. 
In spite of the counter-assertion of Diels, it is pretty certainly not referred to in 
Aristotle, Physics, B 199^ 13- Simplicius seems clearly right in supposing that 
Aristotle's allusion is to some situation in a comedy. The statement that 
Dionysius attempted to kidnap Plato is made earlier by Cornelius Nepos, 
Dion, c. 2. and perhaps comes from the Sicilian historian Timaeus. 
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strators, a point on which we shall have a word or two to say in 
the sequel. It is this, too, which makes the Academy the direct 
progenitor of the mediaeval and modern university : a university 
whicli aims at supplying the State with legislators and administrators 
whose intellects have been developed in the first instance by the 
disinterested pursuit of truth for its own sake is still undertaking, 
under changed conditions, the very task Plato describes as the 
education of the “ philosopher king." The immediate and percep- 
lible outward sign of the new order of things in the Greek world is 
that whereas in the age of Plato’s birth aspiring young Atlu'nians 
had to depend for their " higher education ’’ on the lectures of a 
peripatetic foreign "sophist." in the Athens of fifty years later 
aspiring young nun from all quarters Hocked to At liens to learn 
from Isocrates or Plato or both. The travelling lecturer was 
replaced by the university or college with a fixed domicile and 
a constitution. 

Unfortunately the exact date of the foundation of the Academy 
is unknown. Prom the obvious connexion between its programme 
and the conviction Plato speaks of having de finitely reached at 
the time when he visited Italy and Sicily at the age of forty, we 
should naturally supposes that tlie foundation took place about this 
time (3S8-7 B.c.) ; and it is easier to suppose tliat tlie visit to Sicily 
preceded it, as the later biographical statements assume, than tiiat 
it followed directly on its inception. If there is any truth in the 
statement that the real object of Plato’s journey was to visit the 
Pythagoreans, who were beginning to Ih' formed into a school again 
under Archytas of 'farentum, we may supj)ose that it was ])recisely 
the purpose of founding the Academy which led Plato just at this 
juncture to the very quarter where he might expect to })ick up 
useful hints and suggestions for his guidance ; but this can be no 
more than a conjecture. 

We have to think of Plato for the next twenty years as mainly 
occupied with the onerous work of organizing and maintaining his 
school. " Lecturing " would be part of this work, and we know 
from Aristotle that Plato did actually " lecture " without a manu- 
script at a much later date. But the delivery of these lectures 
would be only a small part of the work to be doru*. It was one of 
Plato’s firmest convictions that nothing really worth knowing can 
be learned by merely listening to "instruction"; the only true 
method of " learning ’’ science is that of being actually engag(‘d, in 
company with a more advanced mind, in the discovery of scientific 
truth. ^ Very little in the way of actual " new theorems " is a.scribed 
to Plato by the later writers on the history of mathematical scumce, 
but the men trained in his school or closely associated with it made 
all the great advances achieved in the interval between the downfall 
of the original Pythagorean order about the middle of the fifth 
century and the rise of the specialist schools of Alexandria in the 

^ Ep. vii. See the comments on this passage in Burnet, Greek 

Philosophy, Part 1 ., 220-222. 
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third. In estimating Plato's work for science it is necessary to 
take account first and foremost of the part he must have played 
as the organizer and director of the studies of this whole brilliant 
group. It was, no doubt, this which induced the first mathematician 
of the time, Eudoxus of Cnidus, to transport himself and his scholars 
bodily from Cyzicus to Athens to make common cause with the 
Academy. Probably we are not to think of Plato as writing much 
during these twenty years. He would be too busy otherwise, and, 
as we shall see. tluTe is the strongest reason for thinking that most 
of his dialogues, including all those which are most generally known 
to-day, were all composed by his fortieth year, or soon after, while 
the important half-dozen or so which must be assigned to a later 
date most probably belong d(^ftnitely to his old age. 

In the year 367 scjinething hap|)ened which provided Plato, 
now a man of sixty, with the great adventure of his life. Dionysius 1 
of Syracuse, who liad long governed liis native city nominally as 
annually elected generalissimo, really as autocrat or “ tyrant,” died. 
He was smxeeded by his son Dionysius II, a man of thirty whose 
education had been neglected and had left him totally unfitted to 
take up his father’s grt'at task of checking the expansion of the. 
Carthaginians, which w^as threatening the very existence of Greeks 
civilization in Western Sicily. The strong man of Syracuse at the 
moment was Dion, brother-in-law of the new “ tyrant,” the same 
who had been so powerfully attached to Plato twenty years before. 
Dion, a thorough believer in Plato’s views about the union of 
political power with science, conceived the idea of fetching Plato 
])ersonally to Syracuse to attempt the education of his brother-in- 
law. Plato fi'lt that the prospect of siicce.ss was not promising, 
but the Carthaginian dangcT was very real, if the new ruler of 
Syracuse should prove unequal to his work, and it would be an 
everlasting dishonour to the Academy if no attempt were made to 
put its theory into j)ractice when the opportunity offered at such a 
critical juncture. Accordingly Plato, though with a great deal of 
misgiving, made up his mind to accept Dion's invitation. 

If the Epistles a.scribed in our Plato MSS. to Plato are genuine 
(as I have no doubt that the great bulk of them are), they throw 
a sudden flood of light on Plato’s life for the next few years. To 
understand the situation we must bear two things in mind. Plato’s 
object was not, as has been fancied, the ridiculous one of setting up 
in the most luxurious of Greek cities a pinchbeck imitation of the 
imaginary city of the Republic. It was the practical and statesman- 
like object of trying to fit the young Dionysius for the immediate 
practical duly of checking the Carthaginians ^ and, if possible, ex- 
pelling them from Sicily, by making Syracuse the centre of a strong 
constitutional monarchy to embrace the whole body of Greek com- 
munities in the west of the island. Also, Plato’s belief in the value 
of a hard scientific education for a ruler of men, wise or not, was 
absolutely genuine. Accordingly he at once set about the task 
^ Ep. vii. 333a I, viii. 353a. 
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from the beginning and made Dionysius enter on a serious course of 
geometry. For a little while things looked promising. ])ionysius 
became attached to Idato and geometry tlie " fashion " at his court. 
But the scheme wrecked on a double obstacle. Dionysius was too 
feeble of character and his education had been left neglected too 
long, and his personal jealousies of his stronger and older relativi 
were easily awakened. In a few months the situation becamr 
strained. Dion had to go into what w^as virtually banishnuuit and 
J^lato returiu'd to Athens. Relations, howawer, w^cu'e not broken oil. 
Dionysius kept up a personal correspondences with Plato about hi> 
studies and projc'Cts, and Plato endeavourc'd to n'coneilt* Dionysius 
and Dion. This proved not feasible when Dionysius not only 
confiscated Dion’s revenues but fortual his wife, for dynast ir 
reasons, to marry another man. Yet Plato made another voyage 
to Syracuse and spent nearly a year there (361 “3(x)) in the hope ol 
remedying the situation. On this occasion sometliing w^as n*al]y 
(lone on the task of drafting the preliminaries to a constitution for 
the propo.sed fede ration of the Greek cities, but the infhuaice of the 
partisans of the old regime proved too strong. iMato seems at onr 
time to have been in real personal danger from the hostility of 
Dion^^sius’ barbarian body-guards, and it was with difficulty and only 
by the mediation of Archytas of 1 'arentum that he finally obtainc'd 
leave to return to Athens (360 B.C.). 

At this point Idato’s personal intervention in Sicilian politic.^ 
ceases. The quarixd between Dion and Dionysius naturally w’cnl 
on, and Dion, wdiosc one great fault, as Plato tcdls him, w’as w’ant of 
adaptability ” and savoir-faire, made up his mind to recover hii' 
rights with tlu^ strong hand. Enlistment WTnt on in tlie Peloponnesi 
and elsewhere, wath the active concurrence of many of the younger 
members of the Academy, and in the summer of 357 Dion made a 
sudden and succe.ssful dash across the waiter, captured Syracuse, and 
proclaimed its fr(*edom.” Plato WTote him a letter of congratula 
tion on the succi‘ss, but warnt‘d him of his propensity to carry things 
with too high a hand and reminded him that the WT)rld wx)ul(l expex't 
the “ You-know-wdio’s (the Academy) ^ to set a rnotk*! of good 
behaviour. Unfortunately Dion w^as too good and too bad at once 
for the situation. Like Plato himself, he believed in strong thougli 
law-abiding personal rule and disgusted the Syracusan mob by 
not re.storing “ democratic ” licence ; he had not the tact to managt 
disappointed associates, cpiarrelled with his admiral Ileraclides 
and at last made away with him, or connived at his being madt 
away with. Dion was in turn murdered wath great treachery by 
another of his subordinates, Callippus. who is said by later WTiters 
to have been a member of the Academ3y though this seems hard to 
reconcile with Plato’s own statement that the link of association 
between the two was not “ phikesoph}^ " but the mere accident of 
having been initiated together into certain “ mysteries.” Plato 
still believed strongly in the fundamental honesty and sanity of 

* Ep. iv. 320 c-e, and for Dion's want of “ tact/’ ibid. 321^, vii. 328/v. 
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Dion’s political aims and wrote two letters to the remnants of his 
party, justifying th(‘ common policy of Dion and himself and calling 
on them to be faithful to it, and making suggestions for conciliation 
of parties which W(*re, of course, not accept('d. As lu' said in one of 
these letters, the fatal disunion of })arties seemed likely to leave 
Sicily a prey either to tlu' ( arthaginians or to the Oscans of South 
Italyd 

It is not TK'cessary to follow the miserable stoiy of events in 
Syracuse beyond the point when* Dlato s concern with them ends. 
Hut it is worth while to remark that Plato’s forecast of events was 
fully justified, 'fhe “ unification of Sicily,” when it came at last, 
came as a fruit of tlu* success of the Romans in the first two Punic 
wars ; and, as Professor Burnet has said, this was the beginning of the 
long series of events which has made tlu* cleavage between Eastern 
h'uropc, deriving what civilization it has direct from Constantinople, 
and Western Europe with its latinize^d Hellenism. If Plato had 
succeeded at Syracuse, there miglit haw been no ” schism of the 
churches ” and no ” Eastern problem ” to-day. 

Nothing is known, beyond an anecdote or two not worth re- 
cording. of Plato’s latest years. All that we can say is that he must 
still have gone on from time to time lecturing to his associates in 
the Acadc^my, since Aristotle, who only entered the Academy in 
367, was one of his hearers, and that the years between 360 and his 
death must have l)een busily occupied with the composition of his 
longest and rijH'sl contribution to the literatim* of moral and 
political philosophy, the Laws. Probably also, all the rest of the 
dialogues which manifestly belong to the later part of Plato’s 
life must be supposed to have been written after his final return from 
Sicily. A complete suspension of composition for several years 
will best ex])lain the remarkabh' difference in style between all of 
tlu'm and cN'cn the maturest of those which pre('('d(’d. It may be 
ns('ful to nmu'mber that <>f the years mentioned as marking im- 
porlant e\(*nts in Halo’s lih*. tin* year 388 is that of th(' capture of 
Rome by the Daiils, Ihe traditional dale of tlie “ Eicinian 

rogations ” and tlu* (Eh ,it of tlu* Cauls at .Mba by Camillus, 361 
that of th(’ peneti.ition of the (lauls into Campania. 

See furl her: 

Buknkt, J. Greek rin/iKsnphv. !., Cbaptrrs xii., xv. 

Burnkt, J.- -Platoniom (192S). 

Fricdlanoi-r, V.—PIatofJ : Paideta, Dmln^os (1028). 

Grote, G.- Plato and the other Companions cf Sorraies, ( liantcr v. 

Ritter, C. — Platon, i., Ch.iplers i.-v. (Munich. 1014.) 

WiLAMowiTz iMoEiaacNTDOKEi , U. V.-- Platoii. (lul. 2. Herhn, 
19^0.) 

SrcNZET., J. — Platon der Erziehcr. (Leipzig, 1928.) 

Tlie general liistorical l)ackground of Plato's life may be studied 
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Mi.ver, E.-^Gesrhiehte des Altertums, vol. v. (Stuttgart and 
Berlin, 1902.) 
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CHAPTER II 


THE PLATONIC WRITINGS 
I 

P LATO is the one voluminous author of classical anti(juity 
whose works secrn to liave conn' down to us whole and entire. 
Nowhere in later antiquity do we come on any ref(Tence to a 
Platonic work which we do not still possess. It is true that w(' 
know nothing of the contents of Plato’s lectures except from a few 
scanty notices in Aristotle or quotations preserved from con- 
temporaries of Aristotle by the Aristotelian conun(uilators. But 
the explanation of this seems to be that Plato halutually lectured 
without any kind of manuscript. This explains why Aristotle 
speaks of certain doctrines as taught in tlie “ unwritten teaching " 
{(lypatjia SoypiaTa) of Iiis master, and why at least five of th(‘ auditors 
of a ])articularly famous lecture (that on “ The Good ”). including 
both Aristotle and Xenocrates, ])ul)lish(‘d th(‘ir own recollections of 
it. We must suppose that Plato’s written dialogiu's were meant to 
appeal to the “ educated ” at large and interest them in philosophy ; 
the teaching given to Idato’s personal associate's dejxaided for its 
due a])preciation on the actual contact of mind witli mind within 
the school and was therefore not committed to writing at all. As 
we shall see later on, this has had the (for us) unfortunate result 
that we are h'li to Icnrn INato's inmost ultimat(‘ convictions on tlie 
most iin])ortant e|uestions, th(‘ viTy thing we most want to know, 
from references in Aristotle, polemical in object, always brief, and 
often puzzling in the highest degree. 

Wdien we turn to the rontents of our manuscri]>ts. the first 
problem which awaits us is that of w(‘eding out from the whoh' 
cf)ll('ction what is dubious or certainly spurious. \\( may start 
witli the fact that certain insignilirant items of the collr('tion wore 
alrea<ly R'cognized as spurious wIk'U the arrangcunent of the dialogues 
which w(' find in our oldest Plato MSS. was made. By counting 
each dialogue great or small as a unit, and reckoning the collection 
of Epistles also as one dialogue, a list of thirty-six works was drawn 
up. arranged in “ tetralogies ” or groups of four. It is not abso- 
lutely certain by whom or when this arrangianent was made, though 
it certainly goes back almost to the beginning of the Christian era 
and perhaps earlier. It is commonly ascribed by later writers to 
a certain Thrasylus or to Thrasylus and Dercy lidos. The date of 
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neither of those scholars is known with certainty. Thrasylus has 
been usually identified with a rhc'torician of that name living under 
Augustus and d'iberius. But it is notable that Cicero’s contem- 
porary, the antiquary M. Terentius Varro, refers ^ to a passage of 
the Phaedo as occurring in the “ fourth roll ” of Plato, and the 
Phacdo actually happens to l)e the fourth dialogue of the first 
“ tetralogy.” Ibuice it has been suggested that the arrangement 
is older than Varro. If this is correct, it will follow that either 
Thrasylus has been wrongly identified or the arrangement was merely 
adopted, not originated, by him. On the other hand, this grouping 
cannot be earlier than the first or second century B.c. For Diogenes 
Laertius * informs us that an earlier arrangement of the dialogues in 
“ trilogies ” had been attempted, though not carried completely 
through, by the famous third-century scholar Aristophanes of 
Byzantium, 'fhere is no hint an^'^vhere that the ” tetralogies ” of 
Thrasylus admitted any work not regarded as Platonic by Aristo- 
phanes or excluded any which he had admitted. We may fairly 
conclude that the thirty-six ” dialogues ” were currently regarded as 
genuine by the lil)rarians and scholars of the third century B.c. 
As far as the (‘xtant dialogues omitted from the ” tetralogies '' go, 
there is no question that they are one and all spurious, and no one 
proposes to revirse the judgnumt of antiquity on any of them, 
fhe same thing is true of the collection of ” definitions ” also 
pres(Tved in Idalo MSS, TJiere is no doubt that in the main the 
vU'finitions of the collection are genuinely ancient and Academic. 
Some of them are actually extracted from th(‘ Platonic dialogues ; 
others are shown to be Academic by their coincidence with Academic 
definitions used or commented on by Aristotle in his Topics. But 
since some of tlumi can be pretty clearly identified with definitions 
we can prove to be characteristic of Plato’s immediate successors. 
Speusipinis and X(‘nocrates, we cannot regard the collection as the 
work of Plato. Our only rcid problem is whetlu;r the list of the 
thirt>’-.six dialogu(\s must not be furtluT reduced by the elimination 
of spurious items. K\ en in anticiuity there were doubts about one 
(»r two dialogues. I'he Alcihiadcs 11 ^ was thougdit to be unauthen- 
tic by some, and the Neo]dat()nist Proclus wished to reject the 
Epinntnis. In modern tinu's doubt has been carried much farther. 
In the middk' of the nineteenth century, especially in (iermany, the 
“ atli('ti/.i?ig ” of IMatonic dialogues became a fashionable amuse- 
ment for s< holars ; the Laws was pronounced spurious by Ast and, 
at one time, b>' Zt'llcr, the Parmenides, Sophistes, and Polilicus by 
ll(d)erw(‘g and others; extremists wished to limit the number of 
genuine dialogues to nine. Portunately the tide has turned, since the 
elaborate proof of the genuineness of the Sophistes and Polilicus 
by Lewis Canq)bell. There is now a general agreement that 
every dialogue of any length and interest in the list of the thirty- 

‘ \^arro, de lingua Latina, vii. 88. * D. L., iii. 61—62. 

3 Ath(‘nneus (506^?) records an opinion which ascribed the dialogue to 
Xenophon. 
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six is Platonic, and an equally general agreement about the spurious^ 
ness of a number of the smaller and less interesting, though then- 
still remain one or two works about which 0 ])inion is dividt-d. I tiii> 
there is little doubt of the un-Platonic character of the following- 
works : Alcibiadcs //. Hipparchus, Amatorcs (or Rivales), Thcaj^rs, 
Clitophon, Minos. Opinion maybe said to be divided about Alci~ 
blades /, Ion, Menexenus, Hippias Major, Epinomis, Epistles. 
The scope of the present work allows me only to make one or two 
very brief remarks on th(‘ subject. 

As to the now generally nqected dialogiu's it may be observed 
that they are all brief and of no great moment. Our conception 
of Plato as a thinker and a writer is not seriously atfecttal by the 
rejection of any of them. If it were possible to })ut in a word on 
behalf of any of these items, 1 should like personally to |>lead for 
the short sketch called the Clitophon. which seems to l)e in any case 
a mere unfinished fragment, the main purport of which can only l)e 
conjectured. The style and verve are not unworthy of Plato, and 
I believe I could make out a case for the view that the point to which 
the writer is working up is also Platonic, as well as important. Yet 
there is the difficulty that the little work appears on the face of it 
to be in form a criticism of the parts played by Socrates and dlirasy- 
machus in Republic I, and it is hard to think of Plato as thus playing 
the critic to one of his own writings. 

About all the.se dialogues we may .say at least two things. 
There is only one of them (the Alcibiadcs II) which does not seem 
to be proved by considerations of style and language to be real 
fourth-century work. And again, there is no reason to regard any 
of them as “ spurious " in the sense of being intended to pass falsely 
for the work of Plato. They are anonymous and inh'rior work of 
the .same kind as the lighter Platonic dialogues, and })robabIy, in 
most ca.ses, contemporary with them or nearly so, not deliberate 
“ forgtTies.” Hence this material may riglitly be used with caution 
as contributing to our knowledge of the conception of Socrates 
current in the fourth century. Alcibiadcs II is probably an excep- 
tion. It is the one dialogue in the list which exhibits anything 
very suspicious on linguistic grounds, and it appi-ars also to alludr 
to a characteristic Stoic paradoxd But, even in this rase, tlu-re is 
no ground to suppose that the unknown writer intended his work 
to [)ass current as Plato's. A little more must be said of the 
dialogues which are still rejected by some scholars, but defended 
by others. The Alcibiadcs I has nothing in its language which 
requires a date later than the death of Plato, and nothing in its 

' Ttieio seems to be a definite pofeniic running through the dialogue 
against the Stoic thesis that every one but the Stoic “ sage " is insane. Cf. 
in particular Ale. II, 139^-140^. (Personally 1 regard the attack on this 
paradox as the main object of the work.) Hence it cannot date from any 
period of the Academy before the presidency of Arcesilaus (276 241 b.c.), with 
whom anti-Stoic polemic became the main public intere.st of the school 
For a discussion of the question see Appendix, pp. 528-9. 
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contents which is not thoroughly Platonic. In fact, it forms, as 
the Neoplatonic commentators saw, an excellent introduction to 
the whole Platonic ethical and political philosophy. It is just this 
character which is really the most suspicious thing about the 
dialogue. It is far too methodical not to suggest tliat it is meant 
as a kind of " textbook." the sort of thing Plato declared he would 
never write. And the character-drawing is far too vague and 
shadowy for Ida to evcui in his latest and least dramatic phase. In 
the interlocutors, though tliey bear the names Socrates and Alci- 
biadc'S, then' is no trace of any genuine individuality -far h ss than 
there is even in the anonymous speaka^rs in the It is a 

further difficulty that on grounds of style and manner tlu' dialogue, 
if genuiiK', would have to be assigned to a late period in Plato’s life 
wIh'Ii he is hardly likrlv to have been composing such work. On 
the whole, it seems probable that Alcilnadcs I is tlu' work of an 
immediate disciple, probably written within a generation or so of 
Plato’s d('ath and possibly even bcdore that event. 

'khe Ion. so far as ca.n be seen, has in its few pages nothing 
either to establish its authenticity or to arouse* suspicion. It 
may reasonably be allowed to pass as genuine until some good 
reason for rejc'cting it is produced. 

The Moicxenus offers a difficult problem. It is referred to 
expressly by Aristotle in a way in which he nev(*r seems to quote 
any dialogues but those of Plato, and it seems clear that he regarded 
it as Platonic.^ On the otlier hand, the contents of the work are 
singular. It is mainly given up to the recital by Socrates of a 
" funeral discourse " on the Athenians who f(dl in the Corinthian 
war. Socrates pretends to have heard the discourse from Aspasia 
and to admire it greatly. Apparently the intention is to produce 
a gravely ironical satire on the curious jumble of real and spurious 
patriotism characteristic of the Xoyoi <Vfra(/)/ot, which are being 
(luietly biirlesqiK'd. 1'he standing myst(Ty for commentators is, 
of course, the audacious anachronism by which Socrates (and, what 
is even worse, Aspasia) is made to give a narrative of events belonging 
to the years afP r S<icrates’ own death, 'fo me it .seems clear that 
this violation of chronological possibility, since* it must have been 
conuiHtt(*d at a time wlam tlie farts could not lie unknown, must be 
intentional. how(’ver hard it is to divine its preci.se point, and that 
Plato is more likely than any disciple in the Academy to have 
ventured on it. (As the second part of the Parmenides proves, 
Plato had a certain " freakish ’’ huinour in him which could find 
strange outlets.) And I find it very hard to suppose that Aristotle 
was deceived on a question of Platonic authorship. Hence it seems 
iiest to accept the traditional ascription of the Mcnexenus, however 
hard we may think it to account for its character. 

The Hippias Major, though not cited by name anyvdiere in 
Aristotle, is tacitly quoted or alluded to several times in the Topics 
in a way which convinces me that Aristotle regarded it as a Platonic 
‘ Aristot. Rhetoric. 141 5/^ 30. 
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work.* As the '■ afht>ti/crv '' h.iv.- r.-.ilh- rmthini^. „n-f o,, ti .1 
side except th;it liir di;d.iL:tif is m»t at hi^ !><• t, and tl. 'i] 
viro an uiiusnal word or two t<> bo in it (as thrrr an- j* 

Platonic dialoi^niosb I third. Anst.alr'^s alln.i'Mis shoul/l d. /| T 
question of jconnint iiovs f., \s »iiraMv. ' 

Yhv arid. an- inn.!., ni.a.' iiniv^rtant If q . 

Fpinomis is sjinrhei-, w.- nni-t tlh* ant hmr i. it v ,,,f ji.. J., 

important proiioiincnnoiit on tfa* i>{ aj];|.jn,ai. 

found in the whole Platonic Ci>rpus. If ili'* / /'/s/d-'. arv q*::!! ,ii. 
wc lose our one direct source e>f inforrnati.Ti for auv' pan nf pi 
biography, and also the sonrc(‘ of ino.st of our knowlrdc'' of .sinii m 
affairs from .36/ to;;5 !■ (As !•:. M.'vrr sav-. tli-- uii., r, 

the EhisiU’S dis.tjnisr (lie state nf the case hr .illrciiii: rhiianh'- 
A//r of Dion as their aiifiiority. whilr the staternt rits irr this I if.- 
are openly drawn for tie- most part fra.m the Dpisflrs.) Pot iinitait- 
like these ou^ht not to be siirrendfTcd to the “atlieti/cr '' rxaa pr 
for very weighty reasons. 

As to the Fpinomis the case stan<ls thus. It was ('(Ttainly know n 
in antiquity generally and reitarded as.et iuiine. Pit'ero, for (.‘xaniplt,*. 
quotes it as “ IMato." On the othcT hand, the Neoplatonic 
philosopher Proclus (410^.485 a.d.) wished to reject it as spurious 
because of an astronomical discrepancy with the 'I'imorns. Dio- 
genes La(Ttius also tells ns that Plato’s I.(fas were “ cofiied out from 
the wax by tlie Acadmnic astronomer I’hilippiis of < )pus, addinf^ 

“ and his too. as tliev say. is tiie F pinomisD It has beconu- common 
in recent times to assert, on the stn-ngth of this nnnark. that the 
Fpinontis is an apju nflix to tlie I.aies composed bv Phili]q)us. It 
ought, however, to he noted tliat ]h'o(dus was ap])an‘ntly imawan- 
that any doubt had been felt about the Fpbiomis before his own time, 
since he based his rejection wholly on ar^^^iiment, not on testimony. 
His argument is. moreover, a bad one, since the “ discrejiancy wdfh 
the Tirnarus ” of which he complained is founci as much in t]i<‘ 
Laws as in the Fpinomis. d'ho internal evidence of style seems to 
reveal no difference \vhatcv(*r between the two works. And it 
may ])e urged tliat since the state of the text of the I airs s]if)ws that 
the work must havx’ been left at Plato’s dc-ath wdtliout the ant hor’s 
final levision and then circnlatrd witliout evc-n the small verbal 
correc tions which tlc' (‘ditor of a posthumous work comnnmly has to 
inakr in the interests of gr;nnmar. it is most unlik(‘ly that disriples wlm 
trf-ati'd the ipsissima rerha of a dead master wilh sneh scrupulous 
veneration would have vi-ntured on addiii.g a “ part the last ” to 
the work on their own account. ITeiu'e it .seems to me that Hans 
Paeder is right in insisting on the gcnuirumess of the Fpinomis, 
and that tlie remark of Diogenes about 1 ‘hilippus of Opus only means 

^ 1 wice for the unsatisfactory dchiiition of r^) Ka\ 6 v a.s irpiirou {Topics, 

A 5. T02a 6, E5. 135a 13) ; once for the still worse tlclinition of Ka\bv as 
rd hi btpiw fj dK 07 is ijdif {I opics, Z6. 22). That both tlu-se bad attempts 

at detmition occur in the dialogue seems to make it dear that Aristotle is 
alluding to it and not to any other source. 
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that he did for this work was also transcribed by, or perhaps 
dictated to, him. ('Flu* now customary disparagement of the 
Epinomis secuus to imi due to mere inability to follow the mathe- 
matics of the (lijilogue.^) 

Professor Werner Jaeger ^ has incidentally done a service to 
the student of the Epinomis in his recent work on the development 
of Aristotle’s thought by showing that there is an intimate connexion 
between tin* Laws and and Aristotle’s work Trcpl 
of which only fragUK'iits are now extant. In particular, as he show’s, 
there is an imm<‘diat(' connexion between the “ fifth ” or “ etherial ” 
bodily regirin of the Epinomis and Aristotle’s famous “ celestial 
matter ” of which the " la-avens ” are assumed to be made (the 
essentia quinta or materia cortestis). F^rofessor Jaeger interprets the 
conrH^xion thus. W(‘ liava* first the Laie's circulated promptly after 
Plato’s deatli. tlien Aristotle’s proposals for modifications of F^latonic 
doctrine in the -mfu rjuXofmrfiuis, finally (all in the course of a year 
or two), the Epinomis, rejoining to Aristotle, and comtioscd by 
Philippus. While' I n gard Prof es.sor Jaeger’s proof of the intimate 
re'lation In'twen n Epinomis and Trepi <pi\ono(f)ui^ as important, I 
think it more natural to interpret the facts rather differently by 
supposing the LaiC's and Epinomis togetluT to have been tran- 
scribed and (drculated shortly after the death of Jdato, and then 
followc'd by Arist()tl(.’’s criticism of Platonic doctrine in the 

'Fliis at Irasi leaves Aristotle more h isun' tlian TVofessor 
Jaeger’s livpothesis for tlu' composition of a work which, as we 
know it ran to three' “ books,” must have bi'cn of considerable 
compass. Whatt ver the truth about the Epinomis may be, I am 
at least sure that it is premature to assume that it is known not to 
be Idato’s. 

As for the Epistle^,, it is not necessary now to argue the case for 
tlu’ir genuineness as olaborat' h’ as one would have had to do some 
years ago. Since W'ilamow itz in his Platon tleclared for the g('niiine- 
ness of the very ing^ortant trio VI, VII, \dn, those wdic' depeiul on 
” authority ” for their opinions have been in a hurr>' to protest 
that these thre(' at least must be accepted. But the acc(‘])tance of 
the three logically carries with it recognition of the corrcspondenc(^ 
betw’(‘en Plato and nion\'sius (IT, III, XIII) and the letter of con- 
gratulation and good adviie to Dion (IV) ; mid when these are 
accepted as Platonic, there remains no good ground for rejeetiiig 
any of the thirteen letters of our MSS. except the first, which is 
WTitten in a st\le wliolJy unlike tlie others, and by some one 
whose circumstances, as stated by himself, show that he can be 
neither Plato nor Dion, nor have any intention of passing for cither. 
Presumably tliis letter got into the eoria spoiidcnce by some mistake 
at a very early date. Flic tw'clfth letter (a mere note of half a 
dozen lines) was ap])areiitly suspected in later antiquity, since our 

* I'Or a pood recent defence of the dialogue see the discussion in H. Raeder, 
Platons philosophi '^rhe Etiiunckehing, 413 ll. arui cf. infra, pp. 497 8. 

* Jaeger, Arisioteles, c. 2. 
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best MSS, iiavo a luUo to that crirct. No ^Touivis havp cvfr 
prodiiaal for qurstioiiiiii: tht' anthoutiVit y of any of the irsf uj,]. i' 
will bear examination. Most o| tla* (iit}}riiltii's raisfv] i/j niM.j, 
times, especially those alle.i^rd in eonn<‘Xi()n with II and Xflf 
rest on mere misimihTstandinys. It is s.ife to say that lh(‘ j)rr..rnt 
tendency to accept onlv \ I. ^ II. ^ III a ( (.>ns(a|U('n< r of luro- 
servile deference to tlie naiiH- of W'ilamowitz. Noin* of tfas 
documents should haw needed tli‘‘ imprimatur of a piofe.ssor a 
recommendation i their acceptance is bound to Ie*id loyicalK to 
that of the rest with tlie t'xception of I and /^Dssihly XII. As far 
as external testimony .yoes. it is enout^h to say that Aristopharn s 
of Byzantium included in his “ trilogies " fiM'slIrs (pretty r)h\-iously 
our thirteen, or we should have heard luon- about tlie matter), and 
that Cicero quotes IV, IX, and especially \'II {nohilissima Hit 
cpisfiila, as he calls it) as familiar Idatonic material. Thu^. taken 
together with the thorouglily Plat(mic style of the letters, clis])')^ 
of the notion that they can be “ fmgeries.” 'blu' art of writing 
such prose was already dead in half a century after I^ato’s (h/ath, 
and the revival of ‘‘Atticism,’' which might make such a production 
barely conceivable, belongs to a time some genera tion.s later than 
CiceroA 
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d'o undeivStand a great thinkaT is, of course, impossible unless 
we know sciUiething of the relativi' order of his works, and of th<‘ 
tactual period of his life to which they bt'long. W'liat, for I'xainple, 
('ouhl we make of Kant if we did not know whether the ('ritiqite of 
Purr. lu'usoii was the work of ambitious vonth or of rijK' middh' age, 
wladlier it was written before' or after the disi'ouise on the Only Pos- 
sible Demonstration of the Being of a God or the Dreams o f a G host -seer ? 
We cannot, then, even make a beginning with the study of Plato 
until we have found some trustworthy indication of th(‘ order in 
which his works, or at least tln' most significant of them, weri' 
writti'ii. hAam when we have ti.xed this order, if it can b(‘ fixa'd, Wf' 
need, for a comph'ter understanding, to bi‘ able also to say at what 
precise period of life, the most important dialogues were writ ti n. 

* I hr iradrr will Imd an rlal)nratr rollrt linn nf lin}j:»nstir aiirl othrr 
argunients again.st tlir in tbr sr(tw>n <lrv»>tr(i to thrm in 11, Kirhatcls' 

riofovira, 254-'2f)S. and, as regards most of thesrri(‘s. in ( . Kittrr. Scur rutn 
'lii huu^rv urhrr IU.nfov, Most of the alleged ol>j(*( lions Hp})ear 

frivolous, or at best liascd on misreading of tlu* Svraeiisan situation. Why 
the Cierman critics in general think that it is in some wa)' “ unworthy " of I’lati) 
to have had a “ business settlement " wdth Dionysius sueli as that to which 
Ep. xiii. relates is to me as unintelligible as Wilamowitz s assertion that the 
statements of the same letter abfml the great age of idato’s motlicr and the 
existence of four nieces ior whom he may have to provide must be fiction. 
Old ladies do sometimes live to over ninety, and any man of sixty may quite 
well have four nieces. The names of Bentley, Cobrt. (Irote, Bla.ss, K. Meyer, 
are enough to show that there is plenty of good “ aiiUioiity ” for belief in the 
Epistles. See Appendix, pp. 541 544, for further di.scussioa. 
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whether in early manhood, in mid life, or in old age, and again whether 
they are an unbroken senes of compositions or whether there is 
evidence of a considerable gap or gaps in Plato’s literary activity. 
These are the questions which we have now to face. 

The external evidence supjdied by trustworthy testimony only 
assures us on one point. Aristotle tells us [Pol. 1264/; 26), what 
could ill any case never have been doubled, that the Laws is laltT than 
the Republic. There was also an ancumt tradition, menlioncd b\' 
Proclus and implit'd in the statement of Diogenes Laertius about 
Piiilippus of t)pus, that the Laws was left by Plato “ in the wax.” 
and the ” fair coj)y ” for circulation made after his death. The 
statement is bonu* out by the fn*queMcy in the dialogue of small 
grammatical ditlK'nlties which cannot reasonably be ascribed tci 
later ” corru{>lion,” but are natural in a faithfully copied first text 
which has ne\'er received the author’s finishing touches. Trust- 
worthy testimony takes us no fartlu'r than this, ('oinparisou 
of certain Platonic dialogues with one. another yields one or two 
other results. fhus the Republic must be earlier than the Timaeus, 
wIhtc it is referrt'd to and the argument of its first five books briefly 
r(‘ca])itu!ated. 'fhe Politiciis must be not earlier than the Sophis/es, 
to which it is the proft‘s.sed sequel; and the Sophistes, for the same 
rt'ason, later tlian the Thcacictus. I'hese are all the certain indica- 
tions furnished by the matter of the dialogues themselves. There 
may be an allusion in th(‘ PJiacdo to a ])oint more fully explained in 
the Menu, and the Republic has beiri suppos(;d to allude to both. 
Both tlu‘ L/ieacfc/us and the SopJiislcs refer to a meeting between 
Socrates, tlum extremely young, and the great Parmenides; and 
there must be some connexion between the.se references and tlie 
fact that the Payinenidcs profes.^es ostensibly to describe this 
encounter. But wi' cannot say that the allusions enable us to 
determine with certainty whet tier the Parmenides is earlier than 
both the others, later than both, or intermediate between the two. 
Kai'dcr has tritxl to show at length that the Phaedriis contains 
allusions which would only be intelligible to readers who already 
knew the Republic] but there are gaps in his argument, and it 
has not completely convinced some prominent Platonic .scholars. 
C learly, if we are to arrival at ncsults of any value, we need a clue 
to the order of composition of the dialogues which will take us 
much farther tlian the few certain indications we have so far found. 

In the earlier part of the nineteentli century more than one 
unsatisfactory attempt was made to provide such a clue, Tlius 
it was at one time held that we can detect signs of comparative 
youth in the gorgeous rhetoric of certain dialogues, and the Phaedrus 
in particular was often assumed to be the earliest of the dialogues 
on this ground. But it is obvious that reasoning of this kind is 
inherently untrustworthy, especially in dealing with the work of a 
great dramatic artist. Inferences from the manner of the Phaedrus 
are, for example, to be discounted partly on the ground that its 
rhetoric is largely parody of the rhetoricians, partly because so 
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much of its content is iinat;inative mylli wliicli lends itsdl iiatiiniHy 
to a high-tiuwn diction, l lir assum[itiun that works in wliii h i),,.,,. 
is a large element ofsemi-}>oetieal inydi must be ■' jnvejiik' "obvioii h 
rests on another assumption, for which we have no evidence at all 
that we know independently what the i)er.sonal temix'rament of li,, 
vouthful Plato was. W'e have only to think of the known < hrono 
logical order of the works of (ioellieto .se.’ Iiow iinsonntl a nietlio,! 
mmt be which would reipiiie ns to regard the second part of /•'ans,' 
or Wilhelm Meis/ers as juvenile productions. .\ 

still more arbitrary .i.ssiiniiition umierlies tlie attempt of 1'.. .Munk 
to arrange the dialogues in order on tile .issuiniition that the age 
ascribed to Socrates 'in a dialogue is an indication of its date. On 
tlu' theory tliat cJialogiu s which rejHVsent Socrates as a yoiiiit^ man 
must be laily, those which represent him as old, late, W(‘ should 
liave t(,> put tlu‘ Parnu nides, where Socrate^ is “ very yoiim;, at the 
oj)enin^ of the series, the J Iit'Ui'U'fits, whicli iiai a conx’iTsatioii 
held just before his trial, at the other (‘Ufl. thoii,cdi the alhisif)n in 
the one dialogue to th(‘ meeting which provides llu' setting for the 
other shows that they are probably not to b(‘ se]L'irated by too long 
ail interval. 

The serious scientilic investigation of tin* internal evidtuice for 
the order of composition of the dialogues really In^gins in 1867 with 
Lewis CampbelTs philolojgical proof of thi* g(‘nuin(‘ness of the 
Sopliistes and Politicus. It has been further df veloped, sometimes 
with too much confidence in its results, by a whole host of writiTs, 
notably Dittenberger and C. Kilter in Germany, and \V. Lutoslawski 
in this country. The underlying and sound principle of the method 
may be simply stated thus. If we start with two works which are 
known to be separated by a considerabk* interval and exhibit a 
marked difference in style, it may be possible to trace the transition 
from the writer’s earlier to his later maniKT in dcdail, to see the 
later manner steadily more and more replacing the (Nirlier. and this 
should enable us to arrive at some definite conclusions about the 
order of llie works which occupy the interval. '1 he conclusion will 
be strengthened if we take for study a number of distinct and inde- 
pendent peculiarities and find a giuieral coincidence in the order in 
which the various peculiarities seem to become rnon^ and more 
settled mannerisms. The opportunity for eipplying this method to 
the work of Plato is afforded by the well-authenticated fact that the 
Laws is a composition of old age, while the Republic is one of an 
earlier period, and forms with certain other great dialogues, such as 
the Protagoras, Phaedo, Symposium, a group distinguished by a 
marked common style and a common vigour of dramatic representa- 
tion which experience shows we cannot expect from a writer who is 
not in the prime of his powers. Growing resemlilance to tlu^ manner 
of the Laws, if made out on several independent but consilient lines 
of inquiry, may thus enable us to discover which of the Platonic 
dialogues must be intermediate between the Laws and the Republic. 
There are several different peculiarities we may obviously select for 
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study. Thus one obvious contrast between Republic and Laws is 
to be found in the mark(‘d d(‘cline of dramatic power. A second is 
that the Laws conforms can fully to a whole number of the graces of 
style introduced into Attic prose hy Isocrates, tlui Republic am] the 
oUic^r great dramatic dialogues neglect these elegancies. A third 
line of study which has been very minutely pursued, especially by 
Lutoslawski, is the examination of special uses of coniK'cting 
j)articles throughout the dialogues. Without going into detail, it 
is enough to say here that the result of these converging lines of 
study has betm to convince students (jf Platonic language and idiom, 
almost without an exception, that we can detinitely specify a 
(vrtain group of very important dialogues as belonging to the post- 
Rcpnblic jitTiod of Plato's life. The group compri.ses Lhcaeft'liis, 
Parmenides, So p/i isles, Politicus, 7 imaeus, Philebus, Laws. 1 he 
identification of this group of “ later " dialogues may be taken as a 
])retty assured and definite result, not likely ever to be seriously 
modified. 

It is another question wladlier the employment of the same 
method would enable us to distinguish more precisely between the 
e.arliiT and lat(‘r dialogues belonging to either of the two great groups, 
so as to say, e.g., whether the Pliilelnis is earlier or later in composi- 
tion than the Timaeiis, the Symposium than the Plinedo, When two 
works belong to much the same period of an author’s activity, a 
sliglit diff(T(‘nce of style between them may easily be due to acci> 
dental causes. (Thus in dtxiling with the Symposiu7n we should 
have to remember that a very large part of it is professed imitation 
or parody of the styl(‘s of others.) Lutoslawski in particular seems 
to me to have pushed a sound principle to the })itch of absurdity in 
the attempt, by the help of the integral calculus, to extract from 
considerations of " stylometrv ” a detailed and definite order of 
composition for the whole of the dialogues. It may fairly be 
doubted whether stylometric " evidence can carry us much beyond 
the broad discrimination between an earlier series of dialogues of 
which the Republic is the capital work and a later series composed 
in the interval between the completion of the Republic and Plato’s 
death. 

It is possible, however, that some supplementary considerations 
may take us a little further. Plato him.self explains in the intro- 
ductory conversation prefix('d to the Theaetetus, that he has avoided 
the method of indirect narration of a dialogue for that of direct 
dialogue in order to avoid the wearisomtuu'ss of keeping up the 
formula of a reported narrative. Now the greatest dialogues of 
the earlier period, the I^rotagoras, Symposium, Phaedo, Republic, 
are all reported dialogues, and one of them, the Symposium, is 
actually reported at second-hand. So again is the Parmenides, 
where the standing formula, as Professor Burnet calls it. is the 
cumbrous “ Antiphon told us that Pythodorus said that Parmenides 
said.** The original adoption of this method of narration of a con- 
versation is manifestly due to the desire for dramatic life and colour. 
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It permits of the sort of record of the by-play between the personages 
of the story which contributes so much to the charm of the Phaedo, 
But the labour required to keep up tlie “ formula " is so great that 
it is not surprising that Plato finally drof)ped it, and that the 
Theaetelus and all the works we find reason to place later are in the 
form of direct dialogue. To me it seems highly probable, though 
not certain, that it was the spt'cial complication of the formula 
required for the Parmenides which led to tin* final abandonment ot 
the method, and tliat we may plausibly infer that the Parmenides 
was written either simultaneously with the Theactetus or immedi- 
ately before it. Another inference which 1 should draw with soim* 
confuience is that, since no young writer is likely to have made h\> 
first pn'iitice experiineiits in dialogiu* with so difhcult a form, tla* 
po{)ii]ar vi(*w that the Protagoras is oin‘ of the earliest of the Platonic 
dialogues must b(‘ erroneous, fhe certainty and vigour of the 
dramatic handling of the characters there should prove that the 
Protagoras belongs as a fourth witli the Phaedo, Symposium, and 
Republic to the ])eriod of Plato's supreme excellcaice as a dramatist 
and stylist. In particular, it must be a considerably later work 
than the comparatively undramatic and rather unduly diffuse 
Gorgias, a jjoint which has some bearing on the interpretation of the 
purpose and ethical teaching of the Protagoras. 

We may turn next to the question wlu'tlier it is possible to fix 
any definite date in Plato’s life as a terminus ad quern for the earlier 
series of dialogues, or a ierfuinus a quo for the later. Something, I 
believe, may be dom* to settle l.)Oth these (.piesiions. 1 have already 
referred in the last chapter to the statement madi* by Idato in 
Ep. vii., written aft(‘r the murder of Dion in the year 33.1. that he 
came to Sicily in his forty-first yt‘ar already convinced that the 
salvation of mankind depends on the union of the philoso})h(a' and 
the “ ruler ” in one person. The actual words of the letter are that 
Plato had been driven to say this “ in a eulogy on true ])hilosophy.” 
and this seems an unmistakable allusion to the occurrence (jf ihr 
same statement in Rep. 499 ff. It should follow that tliis most philo 
sojdhcally advanced section of the Republic was already written in 
the year with tin* consequence that the Republic, and by 

const*qnence the ('arlier dialogues in general, were cornjdeted at least 
soun after Plato was forty and jarhaj^s before foiuidalion of the 
Academy. If we turn next to the dialogue which seems to prelude 
to the later group, the Theaetelus, W'e get another indication of date. 
The dialogue mentions the severe and dangerous wound received by 
the mathematician Theaetetus in a battle fought under the walls of 
('orinth which cannot well be any but that of the* \'ear 309. It is 
assum(‘d tacitly all through tliat Theaetetus will not recover from 
his injuries and is ch ar that the discourse was coinjiosed after his 
death and mainly as a gra<'eful tribute to his memory. Thus, 
allowing for the time necessary for the comjiletion of so considerable 
a work, we may su])])Ose the dialogue to have been written just 
before Plato's fust departure on his important practical enterprise 
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at S\Tacuse. This, as Professor Burnet has said, seems to be the 
explanation of the magnificent eulogy of the retired and contem- 
plative life, a passage confessed by Plato himself to be an irrele- 
vanc(‘ so far as the argument of the dialogiu^ is concerned. Plato 
is giving expression to the reluctance with which lie leaves the 
Academy, at the bidding of duty and honour, for the turmoil and 
sordidness of the political arena. 

Once more, the 5 o/>//hs'/cs seems to give us an approximate date. 
It is the first of the series of dialogues in which tlie delibf'iate 
adoption of the Isocrati^an avoidance of hiatus occurs. This would 
naturally suggest a probable break of some length in Plato’s activity 
as a writer just before the composition of tlie SopJiisfcs. Kow it is 
antecedently probablt^ that there must have been such ati inter- 
ruption between 367 and 3bo, the year of Plato’s last ndiirn from 
Syracuse. Ilis (‘iitanghanents with Dionysius and Sicilian affairs, 
combined with his duties as lu'ad of the Academy, are likely to have 
l(‘ft him little leisure for literary occupation in these years. 

'finis we may say with every aiipt-araiice of probability that 
there are two distinct [xuiods of literary activity to be distinguished 
in Tdato’s life. The first cannot have begun before the death of 
Socrates ; apart from the alw-urdity of the conce ption of Plato as 
“ dramatizing ” the sayings and doings of the living man whom he 
reviTi'd above all others, it is fairly plain that the original motive 
for the composition of “ discoiuM s of Socrates ” by the I'iri Socratici 
was to j)r(‘serve the memory of a living ])rt?sencc which tlu'V had lost. 
It apparently continued down to Plato’s fortieth or forty-first 
year and the o[)ening of the Academy, and it includes all the work 
in which Plato’s dramatic art is most fresh and vigorous. The main 
object of this incessant activity seems to be to immortalize the 
personality of Socrates. For twtmty years after tlie foundation of 
the Academy Plato si'Cins to have written nothing, unless the 
Phaedrus, a difficult dial(.»gue to account for on any theory, falls 
early in this period, d his is as it should be : the President of the 
Acadtmiy would for long enough after its foundation be far too busy 
to writ<‘. rheii. probably on the eve of the Sicilian adventure, after 
twenty vears of work the Academy is sufficiently organized to 
leave its head, now a man of some sixty yt ars. leisure to write the 
TJicaetctiis and Par7)U'nidcs but an oj^poii unity for continuous 
writing does not present itself until Plato’s final witlulrawal from 
activ^e personal participation in “ world politics.” i lie composition 
of five such works as SopJiistcs, Polihcnis, 'I unacits, Plnlc!>iis, L aws, 
is a notable achievement for any man Indween the ages of sixty- 
seven and ciglity-one. But wt‘ must think of this work as being 
executed simultaneously with n'gular oral exposition of the doctrine 
described by Aristotle as the ” philosophy of Plato. It is an 
entire misconception to relegate this last stage in the developrnent 
of Plato’s thought, as the textbooks often seem to do, to a senile 
year or two subseejuent to the close of Plato’s activity as a writer. 
It must have been contemporary with the widting of the whole 

2 
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‘‘ later " ^noup of clialni;ues, aiul tlie man who was still at liis death 
liboiiriiii^ oil the Laws can never have sunk into “ senility." 

Se(^ fui'tlier: 

Burnkt, rii. I, 4. 
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Noli;. I do iiotdeuv that Plato’s" first peru.-d ’’ may have exlemled 
into the opening years ol his career in the Academy. On iiiy own 
reasoning this must be so if the Phacdo should, aftt*r all, be later than 
the Republic. It has been argued [e.(i. by M. Pani (mtier) that the 
SvmpcSinn must be later than 3S5, the year of the death of Aristo- 
piian(‘.s. I doubt, however, whether too much has iK)t l)eeu made of 
the supjiosed Platonic rule not to introduce living j)ersons as .s]ieakc'is. 
Callias was alive and a(tivc years after any date to which we can 
reasonably assign the Tmt igoras. Euclides, who was alive and apj)ai- 
ently wi'll when Thea( 9 ctiis received his wound, is' more likely than 
not to have survived the writing of th(‘ Theaetetus. Socrates " tlie 
younger " can hardly be taken to have been dead uheii the Puhtiens 
was written, (xorgias 7 nay have lived long enough to read the Gorgias. 
Simmias, if we may believe Plutarch de genio SocratiSf was aliv'e and 
active in 379. That the majority of Plato’s jiersonagcs are characters 
already dead wlum his dialogues were: written, seems to me a mere 
consequence of the fact that the dialogues deal with Socrates and his 
contemporaries. 

[It might be urged against the reasmiing of the first paragraph of 
p. supra that several, if not all, of the dialogiu;s of Aes( hiiies (cer- 
tainly the Aspacla, Alcibiades, Callias, A\iochiis) were of the "nar- 
rated " type. But they were narrations of the simjilest kind of which 
the Charniicles and Laches arc examples, and such (widence as we have 
suggests tliat they are all later in date of composition than the earliest 
work of Plato.] 



CHAPTER III 


MINOR SOCRATIC DIALOGUES : IIIPPJAS MAJOR, 
IllPPlAS MINOR, ION, MEN EXES US 

L overs of great literature have every reason to be wholc- 
hearteflly thankful that once in the woi Id’s history a snprcmf 
p]iilosoj)hical thinker sliould also have been a superb dramatic 
artist. But what is to them pure gain is, in some ways, gain at tlu 
expimse of the average student of “ inetafdiysics.” For several 
reasons it is c]uite imj)ossi])l«' to construct a iieatlv arranged syste- 
matic handbook to the “ Platonic philosojdiy.’* In the lirst place, 
it is doubtful whether there ever was a “ Platonic ]diilosoy)hy at 
all. in th(‘ sense' of a ck'finite set of formulated doctrines about the 
omiic scihi'e. Plato has done his best to make it cjuile clear that lu^ 
look no great interest in “system-making.” To In'm philoso7)hy 
meant no compact body of “ results ” to be U'arned, but a lih' spent 
in tlu* activa; personal pursuit of truth and goodiu'ss by the light of 
one or two great passionate convictions. It is not likely that, even 
at the end of his life of eighty years, he fancied himself to have 
worked out anything like a coherent, clearly articulated “ theory of 
everything.” Systematization of this kind commonly has to be 
paid for by intdlectual stagnation ; the vdlality and progressiveru'ss 
of Platonism is probably largely owing to the fact that, even in the 
mind of its originator, it always remained largely tentative and 
provisional. If there ever was a Platonic “ system,” at least Plato 
him.self resolutely refused to write an exposition of it,^ and we of 
later times, who do not possess any record of the oral teaching 
which was clearly intended to be the vehicle of Plato’s most personal 
and intimate thinking, are not in a position to maki* the lack good. 
Idle dialogues will tell us something of Plato’s fundamental life- 

* Iip. vii. 34 rc: ''There docs not exist, and there never shall, any treatise 
by myself on these matters. The subject does not admit, as the sciences in 
general do. of exposition. Tt is only after hmg association in the great 
business itself and a .shared life that a light breaks out in the soul, kindled, so 
to say, by a leaping flame, and thereafter feeds itself." A’/?, ii. 314c: " I have 
never myself written a word on these topics, and there neither is nor ever 
shall be any treatk ? by Plato ; what now bears the name belongs to Socrates 
beautified and rejuvenated.” 'I'hat is, all that a teacher can do in philosophy 
is to awaken in a younger mind the spirit of independent personal thinking ; 
the dialogues are meant not to expound a " Platonic system," but to preserve 
the memory of Socrates. One of Idato’s grounds for dissatisfaction with 
Dionysius II was that he had circulated a work professing to expound " Platon- 
ism " {Ep. vii. 34ii>). 
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long convictions : of his “ system/’ if he had one, they hardly tell 
us anything at all. ^^'ith Aristotle we are in a very different posi- 
tion. We have lost the “ works ” in which he reconnnended his 
“ views ” to the world at large, and possess the manuscripts of 
courses of lectures in which we see him. for the most part, feeling his 
way to his results through the criticism of otluTs. 

Further special difficulties are created for us by certain peculiar- 
ities of Plato’s literar}^ temperament. Unlike Aristotle, he does not 
introduce himself and his opinions into his dialogues. He is, in fact, 
at great i>ains, with the instinct of the great dramatist, to keep his 
own personality completely in the background. Socrates is pn\sent 
as one of the s])eakers in all the dialogues except the Imk'h, and in all 
except those which we. have seen reason to regard as written in late 
life, Socrat(^s is not only the chief speakcT but dominat('s the whole 
dialogue by his vivid and strongly marked ])ersonalit y. It can 
liardly be ckaibted that in the long list of works written before Plato 
had found his real vocation as head of the Academy, the main 
conscious object of the writer is to prestu ve a faithful and living 
portrait of tlie old(‘r jfiiilosopher. 

Even if we accept the view originated about tlu' iH'ginning of 
the ninete(‘nlh century, that Idato has transfigured the ixa'sonality 
and teaching of SocTates out of recognition, we an^ bound, I tliink, 
to hold that tlie transfiguration has been unconsc'ious. We cannot 
seriously ascribe to Plato d(‘liberate and pointless mystification. 
This means, of itself, that Plato carefully de\a)tes himself to re- 
producing the life and thought of a generation to which he did not 
himself belong, and tliat whatever indications he may have given 
us of his jx'rsonal doctrines have to b(‘ given under restrictions im- 
posed by this selection of a vanished age as tlie background of the 
dialogues. ('I'lius we cannot read the Republic intelligc'ntly unless 
we bear carefully in mind both that the whole work ])r(\sny)poses 
as its .setting the Atlaais of the Archiilainian war and that this 
setting had vanished into the past by 413, when Plato was still no 
more than a boy. So to understand the Profagoras we have to 
remember that we are dealing with a .still earlier time, Athens under 
Pericles .shortly Ixdore the outlm^ak of the gre^it war, and that 
Plato was not even born at the date of tla* gatluTing of the “wits “ 
in the house of ('allias.) d'here are only two characters among 
the host of personages in Plato’s dialogues of whom one can be cer- 
tain that tlu'V are not actual historical figures of the fifth C('ntury, 
the unnamed Eleatic of the Sophislcs and Politicus and tluj un- 
named Athenian of the Laws. They have been Icdt anonymous 
apparently on pur])o.se that tludr creator may be at liberty to 
express thoughts of his own through them with a freedom impossible 
in the case of figures who are “ kemnt men,’’ with characters and 
views of their own which have to be taken into account. 

This is generally admitted on all hands except for the one most 
important figure of all, that of Socrates. Him, it is still maintained 
in many quarters, though not so confidently as it used to be main- 
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tained thirty or forty years ago, Plato treated without scruple, to 
the point of putting into his mouth all sorts of theories invented by 
Plato himself after the death of their ostensible exponent. I cannot 
myself believe in this extraordinary exception to the general rule, 
but even if one does believe in it, the general situation is not very 
seriously affected. Even those who most freely credit Plato with 
fathering his own views on Socrates commonly admit that some of 
the views ascribed to Socrates in the dialogues (if only those ex- 
pressed in the Apolo^y^ are those of the actual Socrates, and to 
admit this means admitting at least that we have somehow to 
distinguish between those utterances of “ Socrates " which are 
really deliverances of “ Plato and those which are not, and it 
becomes a difficult problem to know on what principle the distinction 
is to be made. Finally, there is a further difficulty arising from the 
very life-likeness of the dialogues of tlu' earlier groups. In nearly 
all of them except the shortest, the conversation wanders, as actual 
talk does, over a wide field of topics. Metaphysics, ethics, the 
princiy>les of government, of economics, of art-criticism, of education, 
may all come under consideration in one and the same conversation. 
If we try to isolate the topics, putting together under one head all 
Plato has to say anywhere about economics, under another all his 
utterances about religion, under a third his views on beauty and the 
arts, we run the very serious risk of confusing what may be views 
leariK'd early in life, and very largely taken over receptivc^ly from a 
predecessor, with the vtTy ripest fruits of a life of intense personal 
thought, ('riius it would be rash to confound in one amalgam 
utterances about (‘arly education talani from the Republic, written 
probaldy before Plato was forty and at any rate possibly more 
Socratic than Platonic, with others taken from the Laivs, the 
magnum opus of Plato’s old age, where there is no Socrates in 
(jucstion to cause any dilhculty.) A work on Platonic philosophy 
composed on these princiyik'S may be an admirably digested “ cram- 
book ; it is ct*rtain to obliterate every trace of the development of 
Plato’s thought. For all these reasons, it seems the better choice 
between evils, to deal with the different dialogues seriatim, even at 
the cost of some repetition. 

Accordingly I pro])Ose first to consider what we may call the 
” Socratic ” group among the dialogues, the series of works cul- 
minating, SO far as ripeness of thought and compass of subjects are 
concctiied, in tlu^ Republic, grouping the slighter dialogues together 
but dwelling more fully on tlu^ detail of the greater and richer. 
Next I pro]X)se to treat seyiarately each of the great dialogues of 
Plato’s later age in the same way. In both cases I must remind 
my reader that I do not b(?licve that many results of anything like 
certainty can be reached in the determination of the precise order 
of comy^osition of yxarticular dialogues. In the case of the earlier 
group, which I call Socratic in the sense that they are dominated by 
the personality of Plato’s Socrates, I make no assumption about 
this order beyond the general one that the four great dialogues which 
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have the widest ran^re of subject-matter and arc also reported at 
second-hand are maturer work than the slighter dialogues which 
have the form of direct conversation, and presumably also than 
shorter indirect ** conversations like the Charmides and Euthydemus. 
Be3^ond this, the order in which I shall examine the dialogues has 
no merit except that of convenience. Similarly the arrangement 
1 shall adopt for the dialogues of later life is not meant to carry any 
silent chronological implications. 

With one or two trilling cxcc'ptions most of the dialogue's we 
sliall have first to review have an (dhical purport. (Piadiaps the 
only complete exception of any importance is afforded the 
Cratyhis.) 'fhe intt'n^st of many of them is by no means exclusively 
ethical, sometimes (as in the case of the Fulkydcmus) not ostensibly 
primarily ethical, but we commonly lind that the discussion either 
tn-gins with, or is found as it proceeds to involve, the great practical 
issue of the right direction of conduct. It is therefore advisable to 
begin at the oiitsc't by formulating very briefl}^ and in a way which 
brings out their interconnexion, a few simple principles which we 
shall find running through the whole of Plato s treatment of the 
moral being of man. Since we find t hes(' principles taken for granted 
in what has every mark of being Plato's (‘arliest work as well as in 
his ripest and latest, we may fairly regard them as a legacy from 
Socrates ; and the most characteristic of them are, in fact, specific- 
ally attributed to Socrates b}^ Aristotle, though we have no reason 
to suppose that Aristotle had any reason for the attribution beyond 
the fact that the principles in question are put into the mouth of 
Socrates in the Platonic dialogues, notably in the Pro/af^onfs. The 
most bald and straightforward statement of these principles as a 
whole in the Platonic corpus is perhaf)s that of the Alcihiades /, 
which has every appearance of being inl('nded as a compendium of 
ethics composf'd by an immediate disci] )le and possibly during 
Plato’s lift'tiuK'. We may reproduce the main line of argument 
adopted there and elscwh(Te much as follows. 

The one great standing aim of men in all they do is to attain 
happiness {endawwnia), in other words to make a success, in the 
best sense of the word, of life. Everyone wants to make a succ(‘ss 
of his private life ; if a man is conscious of abilities and opportunities 
which open the way to prominence as a public man, he is anxious to 
make a success of the affairs of his ** city," to be a succ(‘ssful states- 
man. This is what we mean by being a good man ; ihe good man is 
the man who " conducts his own affairs, those of liis hous(‘liold, those 
of the city, zocll/’ And the words good and well are not used here in 
a narrowly moralistic sensf*. To conduct your laisincss well means 
to make a thorough success of it ; the good man is the thoroughly 
effective man. P>ut to make a thoroiigli success of life means to 
achieve and possess good. We may say then that all men alike 
desire good and nothing but good. A man may conceivabl}^ prefer 
the appearance or reputation of some things to their reality ; e.g, 
a man may prefer a reputation for a virtues he does not possess to 
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the possession of the virtue, or he mip^ht prefer being thought hand- 
some or witty to being really so. But no one ever prefers being 
thought to enjoy good to the actual enjoyment of good. Where 
good is concerned, every one wishes really to have it, and not to 
put up with a counterfeit. If a man chooses, as many men do, 
what is not really good, the reason must be that he wrongly supposes 
it to be good. No one would ever knowingly choose evil when he 
might choose good, or leave a good he might have had unchosen. 
'Fhis is the meaning of the famous “ Socratic ** paradox that “ all 
wrongdoing is involuntary.” It is involuntary in the sense that the 
man who chooses what is bad only chooses it because he wrongly 
thinks it good. And so with the other ” paradox "that no one ever 
knows the good w’ithout acting on his knowledge. It cannot be 
true that men ” know the good but do the bad ” ; that would imply 
ehoic(‘ of an evil known to be evil, and such a choice is impossible. 

Now when we come to consider the different things which men 
commonly call ” good ” and wish to have, wc see at once that they 
are of various kinds. Some of them are material possessions. 
Many men think that good means just plenty of things of this sort. 
Ihit we can easily see that material things are not good except for a 
man w'ho knows how to use them. It would be no good to a man, 
for example, to have flutes, or musical instruments of any kind, 
unless he knew how to use them. Idutes are good — for the man who 
knows how to play on them. Similarly it would be no real good to 
you to possess all tlie gold in the world, unless you know how to use 
it. Again, men think that bodily beauty, strength and agility, 
robust health, are very good things. But lavalth and strength 
again may be misused : tliey an* good only for the man who knows 
how to make the proper use of them. If a man has not this know- 
ledge, but ” abuses ” his ph>\sical advantages, it might be much 
better for him if he had been less robust and active. The same thing 
is true of intellectual ” y)arts.” A man is not really the better for 
parts and accomplishments which he does not know how to use 
rightly. In fact we mav say that if health, wealth, and the recog- 
nized ” good ” things are to b(‘ really good, it is first of all necessary 
that the user of these things should be good. Now that which uses 
all other things, even a man’s body, is his souL Ihe soul is the 
man, and everything else that is his is merely something he has or 
owns. A man. in fact, is a ” soul 7{sm^ a body ” (this is the standing 
Academic definition of ” man ”).i Hence the first condition of 
enjoying real good and making a real success of life is that a man’s 
soul should be in a good or healthy state. And the good or healthy 
state of the soul is just the wisdom or knowledge (sophia, phronesis) 
which ensures that a man shall make the right use of his body and 
of everything else which is his. Hence the first duty of every man 
who means to enjoy good or happiness is to “ tend his soul/’ ” to 

1 For this reasoning see Ale. I Euthydemus, 278^-282^^. 288^- 

2C)2e. For the soul as the real “ man ” which “ uses ” the body see Ale. 1 
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see to it that his soul is as good as it possibly can be/’ that is, to get 
the knowledge or insight w^hich ensures his using everything riglitly. 
And before a man can develop this quality of soul, he must be 
brought to know himself,” that is, to recognize the imperative 
need of moral wisdom and the dreadfulness of his present state of 
ignoranccA This is wliy Socrates taught that “ all the virtues arc 
one thing,” wisdom or moral insight, and why he insisted that the 
necessary preparation for the private man or the statesman who 
means to make life a success is the ” tendance of his owm soul,” 
and the first step tow'ards this "tendance ” is tnu' self-knowi('dge. 
The same considerations ex])lain the peculiar character of the mission 
Socrates believes himself to have received from heav('n. lie does 
not claim, like tlie proft^ssional teacher of an " art ” such as 
medicine or music, to have r(\ady-made knowh'dgi* to impart to 
anyone, and hence he denies that he has (‘ver had " disci])les.” 
For he does not profess to have attained tlie wisdom or insight of 
wdiich he speaks, but only to have attained to the perc(q>lion that it 
is the one thing needful for tlie conduct of life. He claims only that 
he makes it the business of his life to ” tend his own soul ” and 
exhorts all his fellow-citizens, high and low, old and young, to do 
the same, and that he has a certain power of bringing home to otluTs 
by his questions the grossness and danger of their ignorance of them- 
selves. His function is simply to impress on all and sundry the 
misery of the state of ignorance in w’hich they hnd themsedves ” by 
nature ” and the importance of " coming out of it.” How a man is 
to come out of this state of nature is not explaiiK'd anywhere,^ but 
in proportion as he does come out of it and advance to true insight, 
true know'ledge of moral good and evil, all the dilfereiit " virtues ” 
or excellences of character and conduct wall automatically ensue 
from this knowiedge. 

These fundamental elementary notions wall sulTice to explain 
the general character of most of the earliest " Socratic ” dialogties. 
The procedure adopted is commonb^ this. Sr)nu‘ term of moral 
import for the conduct of life, one of those words which everybody 
is using as familiar expressions daily wathoiit much consid(‘ration of 
their precise meaning, such as " courage,” ” self-mastery, ” or evTii 

virtue its(.‘lf, is taken and wc ask the question wJiether wt' can 
say exactly w'hat it means. A minil)er of answtas are suggested and 
examined, but all are found w^anting. None of them w'ill stand 
careful scrutiny. Usually the result arrived at is a negative one. 
We discover to our shaiiK' that wc do not really know^ the meaning 
of the most familiar epiitiets wdiich wc iis(' every day of our lives to 
convey moral approval or censure. 7'his revelation of our own 
ignorance is painful, but it has the advantage that we have taken a 

1 inossiige with which Socrates regarded liimsclf as chargtul bv 

(^od^ to his lellow-citizens and mankind in general (/J 2 gcl~-e, ^Gc, ^ir). 

Naturally not. An answer to this question w'r)uld raise the issues 
coi'cne<J in Christian tlieolc^gy l»v the (loctrine. of “ grace.” W(^ must not look 
loi an anticipation of Augustine m Hellenic moral philosophy. 
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step torward. At any rate, our knowledge of our own ignorance 
will henceforth prevent our fancying that we really knew when we 
were repealing some of the formulae which our inquiry has con- 
demned. Now that we know that we do not know what it is so 
necessary for the conduct of life to know, we are at least left with 
a heightened sense of the importance of “ tendance of the soul ” ; 
we shall not, like the rest of mankind, suppose ourselves to be in 
spiritual health when we are really inwardly diseased ; our very 
knowledg(‘ of the gravity of our spiritual malady will make us all 
the more unrcmitling in our determination to make the attempt 
to esca]’)e from our ignorancxi the great business of life. This, 
rather than anything more specific in the way of “ y)ositive results," 
is the conclusion Plato means us to draw from these " dialogues of 
search." It has been ol)j(‘Ctrd to Plato by unsympathetic critics, 
as he makrs sonu‘ of his characters olqect it to Socrates, that such 
a conclusion is not satisfactory. Socrates, Grote thinks, should 
have exchanged the easier jiart of critic for that of defender of theses 
of his own. He would have found that they could be subjected to a 
dialectic like his own with eff(‘cts as damaging as those produced on 
his rivals' tlieories by himself. The objection misses the mark. 
Plato's object is not to propound theorems in moral science for our 
instruction, but to rouse us to give our own personal care to the 
conduct of our moral life? by convincing us of the ignorance we 
usually disguise from ourselves by acquiescamce in uncriticized half- 
truths and tilt' practical gravity of that ignorance. He wishes to 
make us think to the piurjvjsc* about the great concern of life, not to 
do our thinking for us. IT'om his point of view, complacent satis- 
faction witli false conce])tions of good is the deadlit'st of all maladies 
of the .soul ; if he can make us honestly dissatisfied with our 
customary loose thinking, he has produced exactly the effect he 
dt'signed. 

\Ve may now, bearing these few simple ideas in mind, consider 
the arguments of some of the early dialogues. 

The {jrcalcr lliptuas . — The form of the dialogue is the simplest 
])ossible ; it is a dirc-ct collocjuy between Socrates and a single 
spt‘aker. the well-known polymath Hippias of Elis, who figures also 
in the Lesser Jfippias, the Prof adorns, and a conversation, perhaps 
suggest{‘d by i\w opening remarks of our dialogue, in the fourth 
book of Xenophon’s M emorafnlia,^ The presence of Hippias at 
Athens implies that the time is one of peace, and, as the first visit 
of Gorgias to the city is referred to as a past event (2JS2/i), the sup- 
posed date must be after 427 R.c., and therefore during the years of 
the peace of Nicias. Hippias is depicted as childishly conceited on 
the strength of the great variety of topics he is able to expound, and 
the brilliant financial success which attends him wherever he goes. 
Even at Sparta — a city where he is often called on matters of state — 
though no interest is taken in his astronomy and mathematics, he 
has made a resounding success with a more immediately practical 

^ Xenophon, Memor. iv 



80 PLATO: THE MAN AND IIIS WORK 

subject, a set homily put into the mouth of Nestor on “ the kind of 
fine achievements by which a young man may win high reputation " 
( 2 S 6 b). This remark leads on to the main subject of the dialogue, 
the question what is really meant t»y the word xaX 6 v, beautiful, 
which was commonly employed, like its Latin ('(juivalent honestum, 
and our colloquial “ fine,*' to express both physical and moral beauty. 
Socrates professes to have much trouble in satisfying the question 
of a certain combative and ill-mannered acquaintance who has 
reproached him for constantly using the epithets Ka\ 6 v and aKrypoV, 
“ line *' and ‘‘ ugly.** in judgments of value without being able to 
explain their exact meaning. Can Hipjnas help him out of his per- 
plexity ? (It does not call for much pcTspicacity to see that the 
imaginary “ rude fellow *’ who insists on asking awkward questions 
is no oth(T than Seriates him.^elf.*) The precise problem is this. 
We call an act of remarkable courage a fine '* act, and we say the 
same tiling about an act of outstanding and remarkable justice. 
The use of the same word “ fine ” in both cases implies that there 
is a sonK'thing (a certain form, or character — the word is 

little more than a synonym for a “something **) common to both 
cases, or why do we give them the same name, “ fine '* ? What is 
“ the fine itself,” ” the just fine ’* {<ivto to KaXm), i.e. what is it 
which is exactly and precisely named when we use the word “ fine *' ?- 
Hippias, like many interlocutors in Idato, underrates the difficulty 
of the problem bc'cause he confuses the ^ncanin^ of a term wnth an 
example of it. He answers that a “ fine girl ” is, of course, something 
“ fine ” (287c). But this clearly tells us nothing about the meaning 
of ” fine.” 'fhere are also “ fine ” horses, ” fine ” musical instru- 
ments, even ” fiiu* ” pots and pans, like those made by the masters 
of Attic pottery (28S^/), and. after all, the beauty of tlu' “ fine girl 
is H'lative. She would not be ” fiiu- ” by conqiarison with a goddess 
{zSqb). What then is “ the just line,'* the character which all “ fine ” 
things exliibit ? (28o(/). Here, again Hipj.'ias makes an elementary 
blunder. Anytliing, he sa^^s, is made ” fine,” if it is gilded, and so 
” that which by its presence makes a thing line ” may be said to 
be just gold (2S()r). 

But then the objeadion occurs that Phidias notoriously did not 
gild the features of his famous chrysele]dianline Athena, and surely 
Phidias may lie presumed to have known his own business as an 
artist (290/y). 1 his leads, at last, to a real attempt to define ” the 

fine.** d he ” fine ” is ” the becoming ** or ” fitting ” or “ appro- 
priate ** (ro 7r/)cVoi', 2 ()()c). It would follow from this at once that 
a soup s]>oon of wood, because more “ fitting,” is more beautiful or 
“ fine ” than a golden spoon (29TC). Note that Socrates does not 

^ See 288ti, wliere Soerntes humorously describes his pertinacious ques- 
tioner as “ no wit, one f»f the camtille wlio t ares nothinrj for anything but 
the truth," and 2Q.S/; ii, wliere he as good as i<lenti/ies him with “ the son of 
Soplironiscus." 

® The characteristic plira.ses avrb rh KaMi' an<l tUo^ are introduced at 
2Sgd without exj)Ianation. as something quite familiar. 1 hey bear the same 
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positively assert tiiis conclusic^n, as he is represented as doing by 
interpreters who are fh‘terinined to se(‘ nothing in him but a common- 
place utilitarian. He obviously intends to raise a difficulty. It 
seemed a satisfactory explanation of the procedure of Phidias to 
say that a statue with a gilded face would not be “ beautiful ” 
because the gilding would not be “ befitting. " Yet, though a com- 
mon wooden spoon would be more “ in p)lace ” where one is eating 
soup than a golden one, it is a paradox to say that because the wooden 
spoon is “ in place,” it is a tiling of beauty. Whatever may be the 
true answer to the question what ” beauty ” is, the identification 
of the aesthetically ” fine ” with the ” befitting ” is far too crude a 
solution. 

Hippias evidently feels the difficulty, and is made to fall back 
again on an illustration, this time from the moral sphere. It is 
eminently ” fine ” to live in health, wealth, and honours, to bury 
your parents splendidly, and to receive in the fullness of days a 
splendid funeral from your descendants (2()i^/). But this, again, is 
manifestly no true d('finition. A definition must be rigidly uni- 
versal, But every one will admit that Heracles and Achilles and 
others who preferred a short and glorious to a long and inglorious 
life, and so died young and left their parents to survive them, made 
a ” fine ” choice "(2q2r-203r). The illustration has thus l(‘d nowhere, 
and we have still to discuss the definition of the ” fine ” as the 
” fitting ” or ” liecoming ” on its own merits. When a thing has 
the character of being ” becoming,” does this make it ” fine,” or 
does it only make the thing sccni ” fine ” ? Hij>pias prefers the 
second alternative, since even a scarecrow of a man can be made to 
look “finer” if he is “becomingly” dressed. But, obviously, if 
“ propriety ” makes things seem liner than they really are, the 
ai)i)ropriate ” and the “fine” cannot be the same thing (2946). 
And we cannot get out of the difficulty, as Hippias would like to do, 
by saying the “ approyiriateness ” both makes things 
makes tliem seem “ fine.” If that were so, what really is “ fine 
w'ould always sccvi line too. Yet it is notorious that communities 
and individuals dilft r about nothing more than ‘tb'Out the question 
what sort of conduct is “fine” (2()^\c-d). 1 hus if apjHopriate- 

ness ” actually makes things “fine,” the proposed definition may 
possibly be the right one ; but if it only makes them seem line 
(we have seen that the alternatives are exclusive of one another) 
the definition must clearly be rejected. And Hippias is satisfual 
that this sca:ond alternative is the true one (294c). (Hunio s well- 
known ethic'al theory afiords a good illustration of the point of this 
reasoning. Hume sets himself to show that every society thinks 
tlie kind of conduct it “ disinterestedly ” likes virtuous and the 

meaning wliich they have in clialogin^s wIktc tlic so-called ” ideal theory " is 
expounded. J hev nienii that which is denoted without excess or delect yY ^ 
significant name, a dcteinnnate character. 1 his is a good illustiation oi tne 
way in which the " ideal tlieory ’ is directly suggested by the everyday use of 
language, it is assumed that if several things can each be significantly called 
then X has a determinate significance which is the same in all the cases. 
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conduct it “ disinterestedly dislikes vicious. He then assumes 
that he has proved that these two kinds of conduct really are 
virtuous and vicious respectively, and that because a society knows 
certainly what it likes and what it dislikes, it is infallibie in its 
judgments about virtue and vice. There is manifestly no con- 
nexion between tlu' ])remises of this reasoning and its conclusion.) 
Socrates now (2Q5e) throws out a suggestion of his own for examina- 
tion. rVrhaps it may be that the ‘‘ fine " is the same as the 
“useful.” At aii}^ rate, by “fine eyes” we seem to mean eyes 
which do their work of seeing well, by a ” fine ” or “ handsome ” 
body one which discharges its various functions well, and tlie same 
considerations seem to hold good of “ line ” horses, ships, imple- 
ments of all kinds, and ” fine ” social institutions. In all these cas(;s 
We seem to call ” fine ” that which servc's the use to which it is to 
be })ut well, and “ ugly ” that which serves that use badly. The 
exainples, draw n from a wade range of facts, thus suggest an obvious 
generalization, ami the use of them to suggt'st it is an illustration 
of wTat Aristotle had in mind wlien he specifu'd “ inductive argu- 
ments ” as one of the contributions of Socrates to philosophical 
method.^ 

If the delinitioii once given wvre magisterially proj)Osed for our 
acceptance, Socrates would thus stand revcakal as a part' utilitarian 
in moral and aesthetic theory. But it is. in fact, put forw'ard 
tentatively as a suggestion for examination. The examination 
is conducted in strict accord with tlu' requirements of the dialectical 
method as dtcscriln'd in the Pliaaio* The first step is to see what 
consequences follow from tlu' suggested ” postulati^ ” 

If the con.sequences are found to he in accord with knowm facts, 
and tlius so far veritied," the pcxstulate will be regardi'd as so far 
justified ; if some of tlumi prove to be at variance with fact, it must 
be modified or dismissed, it cannot hold the field as it stands. 

follow, tlien, from the identification of tlie 
fine with the “useful'"? J here is one at least w’hich must 
give us pause. A thing is useful for w'hat it can do, not for what it 
cannot ; thus our formula apparently leads to the identiheation of 
TO koAov w’ith power to jiroducc .some result. But results may be 
good or they may be bad, and it seems monstrous to hold tliat 
power to produce evil is “fine." We must, at the least, modify 
our statement by saying that th(! “ fine ” is that wdiich can produce 
good, 7.C., w^holher the “ useful ” is “ fine ” or not will depend on 
the goodness or badness of the end to w^hich it is instrumental. 
Now w'e call that whicli is instrumental to good “ profitable ” 
(ilicjieXifwv) ; thus our proposed definition must be made more 
specific by a further determination. We must say “ the fine ” 

* XlioySh z 7. Kote that neither Socrates nor Aristotle regards 

the induction ' as a proof. 'J he generalization rd KoXhv-rb has 

yet to he tested and may liave to be rejected. The testing is tlie work of 
intellectual analysis, or, £is Socrates and Plato call it “ dialectic " 

* Phaedo, looa-h, loid. 
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is that wliich is profitable (instrumental to the production of 
good) (296^). 

Even so, we have a worse difficulty to face. We are saying in 
effect that tlie “ fine that which causes good as its result. l>ut 
a cause and its effect are always different (or, in modern language, 
causality is always transitive). Hence, if tlie “fine “ is the cause 
of good, it must follow that what is “ line “ is nev(‘r itself good, and 
what is good is neviT itself “ fine,'* and this is a monstrous paradox 
(207rt). It seems then that the attempt to give a utilitarian 
definition of to must be abandoned. 

Possibly we may succeed better with a hedonist theory of beauty. 
'rh(‘ pictures, statues, and the like which we call “ fine ** all give us 
pleasure, and so do music and literature. In the oiu^ case the 
pleasure is got from siglit, in the other from hearing. This suggests 
the new theory that tlie “ fine ’’ is “ that wliich it is pleasant to see 
or h(‘ar ” (208^). And we may even get in “ moral beauty ’’ under 
the formula' for “ fine conduct ” and^“ fine laws “ are things which 
it gives us pleasure to see or to hear. But there is a logical diffi- 
culty to face?. We are trying to d(‘fine the “ fine “ as “ that which it 
is {)leasant to see and hear." But, of course, you do not hear the 
things wliicli it is ])Ieasant to sec', nor se(‘ the things which it is 
pleasant to lu*ar. 1 hus our pro])Osed de finition will not be true of 
either of the classi.'s of things which are “ fine," and, being triu.' of 
ru'itht.T, it cannot lie true r)f both. We assumed that to 
whatever it niav be. must be a charactcT common to all * fine*’ 
things, but “ to hr cn and heard “ is not a character eitluT of the 
“ pleasures of sight “ or of the “ pleasures of lu'anng “ , 

Aristotle' comments on the fallacy, formally ( onunittc'd in this 
argument, of contusing “ and ** with ** or." but the real trouble lies 
deeper. \\'lu*n the re asoning has been made formally sound by sub- 
stituting “ or “ i-vc'i'vwhere for “ and," it still remains the fact 
that it is hard to .sav that the “ jileasures of sight “ and those of 
hearing have anN’lliing in common but their common character of 
being pleasant, and it has been the standing assumption of the 
dialogue that all “ fine' “ things have some one common ^character. 
But the conclu->i(m. which might seem indicated, that the “ fineness " 
which all “ fine “ tlungs have in common is just “pleasantness ’* 
is excluded bv the firiii conviction of both Plato and Aristotle that 
thc're are “ disgiac'eful." morally " tigly pleasures, e.g. those of the 
sexual “ j^ervert." At the same time, the y)T'o}u)sed lormula is at 
any rate suggestive. There must be some reason why the two un- 
mistakably “ aestiu'tic “ senses should be just sight and hearing 
though the utilization of the fact demands a much rnore developed 
aesthetic ])sychology than that of our dialogue. Ihe ef]uivoCcition 
betw^een “ and “ and “ or " is, on ScKrates part, a conscious trap 
laid for his antagonist, as he show's when he goes on to remark that, 
after all, it is possible for “ both * to have a character which belongs 
to neither singly, since, c.g., Socrates and Hippias are a couple, though 
Socrates is not a couple, nor is Hippias. Ihus it w'ould be logically 
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possible that the pleasures of sight and hearing might collectively 
liav(i some character which belongs to neither class separately ; but 
the possibility is nothing to onr purpose. For we agreed that the 
“ fm(‘ ” is a character whicli makes all “ fine things “ fine,” and 
obviously a character which ” fine sights ” do not possess, (though 
the collection ” fine sights and sounds ” may poss(‘Ss it,) cannot be 
what makes “ fine ” sights fine (303^/). If we look for some common 
character which distinguishes both pleasures of sight and pleasures of 
hearing from other jileasures, and so justifies our calling them in 
particular the " fine ” pl(‘asurcs, the only obvious character is that 
both are “ harmk-ss ” and therefore better than other ])leasures. 
(indulgence in which may easily harm our health or character or 
repute). But this brings us back to our old formula that the “ fine ” 
is th(' ” profitable ” w'ith the added sp(‘cification that it is ” profitable 
pk'asure ” (303c). And thus we are faced once more witli the difti- 
culty that the ” fine ” is made productive of good, or a cause of good, 
with th(' conseqiKUice that the ” fine ” is not itself good nor the good 
itself ” fine ” (30.<fa). Thus the result of the whole discussion is nega- 
tive. We have only learned that tliough we are always talking about 
” fine conduct,” as though we kiu'w our own meaning, wt' are really 
in a state of mental fog of which W(‘ ought to be ashamed. W e ha\'t' 
discovered our own ignorance of what it is most imperati\'e we should 
kiio\\’ and what we fancy ourselves to know exce))tionaIly well. 

It is in lliis salutary lesson and not in any of the {imposed 
d(‘finitions of tlu* ” fiiu* ” that we must look for the real significance 
of the dialogue. But it is also suggi*stiv(' in other ways. Tlie l(‘sson 
it gives in the right mc'thod of framing and testing a definition is 
more imyiortaiit lliari any of the tentative definitions examined. 
Yet it is a valuable hint towards a more developc'd aestluUic theory 
that sensible ” beauty ” is found to be confined to the {>erc(•ption^ 
of the two .senses of .sight and hearings and the illustration of lht‘ 
golden and wooden sjioons might well serve as a warning against 
the dangers (d an unduly “ rationalistic ” aesthetic tht'ory. A 
wooden porridge-spoon is not necessarily a thing of beauty bt^cause 
it may be admira\)\v ” adapt (‘d ” for the purposes of the {>orridge- 
eatei. It is a stiW \noT(‘ important contribution to sound et\\ics to 
have insisted on t\ve im\M's^d)i\ity of reducing moral exceAteuee 
(th(‘ ” fine ” in action) to mere “ efiicieucy,” irresp(‘Clive of the moral 
tjuality of the results of the ” efficient ” agent. ^ And the emphatic 
insistence on the ” transitive ” character of all causality — a view 
which pervades all the best Greek metaphysics from first to last - 
may be regarded as tlie opening of a discussion wAiich has continued 
to our own time and has issues of the most momentous kind for the 
whole interpretation of existence. ^ 

‘ Mr. (. licstertoii rciriarks .somewhere that l agin was probably an exa*])- 
tionallv " elficient ” educator of boys ; the trouble was tliat be: was ellicient 
in teaching them the wrong things. 

* E g. the cause of 'theism is bound up with the po.sition that all genuine 
causality is “ transitive," and that purely " immanent " causality is not caus 
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The Lesser Hippias . — This short dialogue, though less ambitious 
in its scope, is much more brilliantly executed than the Hippius 
Major, Its authenticity is siiiticiently established by the fact that 
Aristotle, though not mentioning the author, quotes the dialogue by 
name as “ the Hippias ; such explicit references never occur in 
his work to writings of any “ Socratic men other than Platod 
The conversation discusses a single ethical paradox, and its real 
purport only emerges in tlie closing words of Socrates. 

Socrates opens the talk by quoting an opinion that the Iliad 
is a finer poem than the Odyssey, as the hero of the former, 
Achilles, is a morally nobler character than Odysseus, the 
hero of the latter, 'fhe moralistic tone of this criticism is 
characteristically Athenian, as we can see for ourselves from 
ii reading of the Fro^s of Aristophanes, but does not concern us 
lurther. The remark is a mere peg on which to hang a discussion 
of the purely ethical probltun in which Socrates is really interested. 

1 he transition is effected by the declaration of Hippias that Achilles 
was certainly a nobler character than Odysseus, since Achilles is 
single-minded, sinc{‘n‘, and truthful, but Odysseus notoriously riise 
and a past master r)f deceit. We sec this from the famous lines in 
the ninth book of the. Iliad, where Achilles pointedly tells tlie. " art- 
ful ” Ody.-^M'Us that he hate ^ the man who says one thing and means 
aiKjther ‘ wor.v* than the gates of Hades ” Soei.itt's replies 

that, after all. Achilles was nf) more “ truthful '' th<in Odvsseus, as 
the contt'xt of this very passage ])roves. He said he would at once 
desert the expedition, hut. in fact, he did nothing of the kind, and, 
what is mop', he actually told his friend Aias a different storv. To 
him he said not that he would sail home, but that he would keep 
out of the fighting until the Trojans should drive the .Achaeans 
back to their siiip> ( I his is meant to negative the suggestion 

of Hippias that Achilles honestly meant what he said when he 
threatened to desert, but changed his miiul afterwards because of 
the unexpect etl straits to which his comrades-in-arins were reduced.) 
It lo(^ks then as though lb>mer. unlike Hippias. thought that the 
“ truthful man " and the “ liar ” are not two. but one and the same. 

This is the paradox which Socrates ]>roce('(l> to defend, and Hippias, 
in the name of common sense, to tlenv. Or ratlu'r it i.s the application 
of a still nu)n‘ general paradox that the man who " misses tlje 
mark (d/xaprareO ou purjxrse (isiot) is “ better ” than the man 
who docs so “ unintentionally ” (umdi). l^quilar morality rejects 

ality at all. This becoine.s .-sprciallv ()bvi«)us from a study of the famou? 
Ari.stotelian argument for the “ uinnovod Mover." 

Mt is hrirely creclibk* that Aristotle should not have read the admired 
*' b'ocratic discourses ’’ of Aeschines of Sphettiis or the Alcihiadrs of Antis- 
thencs, and it is tlu'refore sigiiiiicant that he never mentions any of these 
works, \Vc may take it that a named dialogue introiiucing Socrates always 
means to him a dialogue of Plato, or one regardecl by the ctuUcmporary 
Academy as I’lato’s. .\ncl 1 cannot Ivdiove tliat tht‘ Aeadcmv itself can have 
been liable to error about the Platonic authorship of dialogues within a quarter 
of a century ol Plato s death. 
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a view of this kind as monstrous. It holds that we ought, as 
llipf)ias says, to show crvyyt <o/i 7 f (to '' make allowances ) for 
involuntary wrong-doing, but that for deliberate wrong-doing there is 
no excuse. The main interest of the dialogue lies in the line of argu- 
ment by which Socrates impugns this generally accepted tliesis. 
He proceeds, as usual, by an “ inductive " argument, i.e. an appeal 
to analogy. In general, the man who knows most about a subject 
is of all men the one who can mislead you in his own subject if he 
chooses to do so. An able mathematician, like Hippias, would be 
much better able to impose a false demonstration on others than a 
non-mathematician , who would only commit fallacies unintentionally 
and incidentally, and thus be l(‘d into visible self-contradictions. 
And th(‘ same thing holds good for astronomy . The 

same thing is true about arts involving manual d(‘xterity (368^- 
369^). The man who only fails when he means to fail is a much 
better craftsman than the man who fails unintentionally from in- 
competence. It is true also of all forms of bodily dexterity. The 
runner who falls behind only when he means to do so, the wrestler 
who is thrown when he means to let himself be tlirown, is a better 
runner or wrestler than the man who falls behind his competitor 
or is thrown against his will, because he can't lu'lp it " (373c- 
374/;). So with physical “talents." The man wlio only makes a 
false note when he means to do so is a better singer than the man 
who can't help singing out of tune. And in the world of industry, 
a tool with which you can make a bad stroke whi^n you m(\'in to do 
so, is a better tool than one with which you can't help making false 
strokes. And to come to living “ implements," a horse or a dog 
which does its work badly only when the owner means that it shall, 
has a “ Ixdter soul " than one which does the wrong thing when the 
owner means it to do the right one (374C-375r). I'he same thing 
would be true of a servant. (Bob Sawyer’s boy, who took the medi- 
cines to the wrong houses because he w'as ordered to d(j so, was much 
more efficient than the sort of boy who blunders about errands 
because he is too stupid to do what he is told.) \Vc may argue by 
analogy that our own souls are better if they “ go wrong " on pur- 
pose tlian if they do so unintentionally {37Sd). In fact, we may 
condense the principle of the; argument thus. Righteousness or 
morality (^LKaioain'r}) is either “ power " (Afia/xts), or “ knowledge " 
{tiTKTTyjfLf}), or both. But the man who can d(^ right is better in 
respect of “ power," a more “ able " man than the man who 
cannot ; and the man who knows how to do it has more knowledge 
than the man who does not. And we have seen tliat it takes more 
ability and more knowledge to “ go wrong " when you mean to do so, 
than to blunder unintentionally. And the better man is the man 
who has the better soul. H(mce it seems to follow that “ the man 
who does wrong on [)urpose, if there is such a person, is a better man 
than the man who does wrong unintentionally" (375^^-37^/^* 
this is such a paradox that Socrates hesitates to assert it, though 
he does not see how to escape it. 
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What is the real point of this curious argument ? It is clear, 
of course, that th(.‘ main assumption on which it is based is the famous 
Socratic thesis that “virtue is knowled^^^e," and again, tliat the 
method by which the conclusion is reaclied is the aj)peal to the 
analogy of the arts and crafts so constantly employed by Socrates. 
It is clear also that Plato does not mean us to accept the alleged 
inference ; he does not seriously think that the deliberate “ villain “ 
is morally better than the man who does wrong, in an hour of 
temptation, against his settled ])urpose in life ; it is the impossibility 
of such a doctrine which leads Socrates to say that he cannot 
commit himself consist ('iitly to the conclusion. Yet we cannot 
take the dialogue as intcuided to expose and refute either the doctrine 
that virtiK' is knowk.‘dg(\ or the use of the analogy from the “ arts “ 
as valuable in ethical reasoning. That a man who knows “ tlu' 
good “ will, of course, aim at it is a standing doctrine of all Greek 
ethics ; to suppose that Plato means either to deny this or to 
n'ject reasoning from tlit^ “ arts,” would lx* to treat nearly the 
whole of the Rcjyuhlic, to name no other Platonic dialogues, as a 
prolonged bad joke. We must iherefon; hnd some oilier method of 
interpretation. 

On reflection we see that th(‘ key to Plato's meaning is really 
supplied by one clause in the projiosition which emerges as the 
conclusion of tlu* matter ; “ tlu* man who does wrong on purpose, 
if there is such a person, is the good man.” The insinuation plainly 
is that th(Tc' really is no such person as “ the man wlio does wrong 
on purpose,” and that the paradox does not arise simpdy because 
there is no such jicrsc n. In other words, we have to understand 
the Socratic doctrine that virtue is knowledge, and the Socratic 
use of the analogy of the “ arts,” in the light of the other well-known 
Socratic dictum, repeated by Plato on his own account in the Laws, 
that “ all wrong-doing is involuntary.” It is this, and not the 
formulated inference that the man who does wrong on purpose is 
th(' good man, which is the real conclusion to which Plato is con- 
ducting us. And we lu'cd have no difhcxilty about admitting this 
conclusion, if we bear in mind the true and sensible remark of 
Proclus about the Platonic sense of the word “ voluntary ” [kKovaioi). 
In Plato, the voluntary, as Proclus says,^ means regularly what we 
really wish to have. Now' no man washes to have what he knows or 
believes to be bad for him. Many men wash for w'hat, in fact, would 
be bad for them, but they can only do so because they falsely think 
the tiling in question good. To wish to have a thing because you 
know' it would b(' bad for you would be impossible. As Aristotle puts 
it, “ every one wishes for wdiat he thinks good.” Many men choose 
evil in spite of the fact that it is evil, no ono chooses it because it is 
evil and he knows it to be so. (Of course he may know or believe 
that he wall be .sent to prison or to hell for choosing as he does, but 
at heart he thinks that it will be “ worth his while ” to take these 
consequences, he will be “ better off ” even after paying this price 
Proclus, in Remp, ii. 355 (KroU). 
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tor what he desires.^) Thus the proposition all wrong-doing is 
involuntary,” has nothing to do with the question of human 
freedom ; it is merely the n(‘gative wa}^ of stating that a man wlio 
really knows what his highest good is, will always act on this know- 
ledge. The man who really knows the good but choost's something 
else is as much of a nonentity as a round square, and it is just because' 
” there is no such person ” that the wildest paradox('S can be asserted 
about him. 

It follows that knowledge of the good is, in one respect, different 
from every other kind of knowledge, and this difference affects the 
employment of the analogy from professional and technical know- 
ledge, the sort of thing the “ sophists ” meant by “ knowledge." 
It is the only knowU^dge which cannol be p\it to a wrong \ise ; every 
other kind of knowledge can be abused, and is abused when it is 
put to a bad use, as, c.g., when the medical man employ's his six?cial 
professional knowledge to produce disease or death, instead of 
curing the one or preventing the other, dhere is a real analogy 
between " goodness " and the “ arts ” ; false beliefs about what is 
good or bad will ruin the conduct of life, as surely as false Ix'lit'fs 
about what is wholesome will ruin a man's practical succiiss as a 
medical man ; but if you press the analogy to the point of arguing 
that a man can use his knowledge of good for the (U‘]ib(‘rate doing of 
evil, as he might use his knowledge of medicine to commit a clevt'r 
murder, you will be led astray, a truth with which Socrates is made 
to show hirnself familiar in Book I. of the Republic, when he urges 
this very point against Toleniarchus ; that the analogy has its limits 
does not prevent it from being a sound analogy within those limits ; 
that it becomes unsound when you forget tlicm is no rtjason for 
denying that virtue really is knowledge, though it is not, like the 
” goodness " taught by the sophists, mere technical knowledge 
how to produce certain results, if you luq^ipen to wash for them. 

-Little need be said about this slight dialogue on the nature 
of poetic inspiration. fhe main idcxis suggested are expounded 
much more fully in those important Platonic w^orks with which we 
shall have to deal later. We may, how^ever, make a few remarks 
about the current conceptions of poetry against w^hich Socrates is made 
to protest. It is important to remember that the whole concc'ption 
of ‘ inspiration," so familiar to ourselves, is foreign to the W'ay of 
thinking of poetry characteristic of the age of IVricles and Socrates 
Poets were habitually reckoned, along with jihysicians, engineers, 
engravers, and others, as "wits" or "clever men." This 

means that what was thought distinctive of the poet w^as not what 
we call " native genius." but "craftsmanship." "workmanship" 
technique. He was conceived as consciously producing a 
beautiful result by the deft fitting together of words and musical 
sounds, exactly as the architect does the same thing by the deft 
putting together of stones. Of all the great Greek poets Pindar is 

^ Cf. To reign is worth ambition though in Hell : 

Better to reign in Hell, then serve in Ileav’n.** 
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the only one who pointcrlly insists on the superiority of </>ua, “ native 
frcnius,” to the craftsmanship (tcxi'v) which can be taught and 
learned; but to our taste conscious workmanship, rather than 
untaught “ inspiration.'* is the characteristic quality of Pindar 
himsidf. We should never dream of talking of his “ native wood- 
notes wild," or of comparing him with a skylark j souring out its soul 
in " unpremeditated art." Also it was held commonly that the service 
the poet does us is definitely to " teach " us something -how to tight 
a battI(^ how to choose a wife, to retain a friend, or something of 
that kind, 'i'his explains why, in the Apology, when Socrates is 
speaking of his attempts to discover a " wiser man " than himself, 
he mentions poets along with statesmen as the two classc^s of recog- 
nized to wliom he first turned his attention {Apol. 22c). 

Since he found that the most admired poets were ejuite helpless 
at (explaining the meaning of their own finest passages, he came to 
the conclusion, which he repeatedly maintains in Idato, that poets 
are not deliberate "craftsmen " at all, (do not compose in virtue of 
ruKfda, iind. 22h) blit that poetry is a matter of " natural endowment " 
(</>i;friv,)and non-rational" inspiration," and thus bt came the originator 
of the conception of the " jioet " conventional among ourselves. 

Ion, who is r('pres(mt(‘d as an eminent prof(‘ssional rhapsode, 
shares the current views of llu* " wisdom " of the poets ; it is a 
matter of " skill " or " art " (tcxi//), and he assents at once to 
the inference that the professional reciter of poetry absorbs from 
his study of the poet’s works a special measure of their author's 
" skill." 'fhe interpreter of the poet to the audience is, like the 
poet himself, the possessor of a " craft " or " profession." Yet 
he lias to admit that his own skill as an interpreter is confined to 
the xxietry of Homer ; lie cannot succeed in declaiming any other 
j)()et or exjilairiing the " beauties " of his work ; in fact, his interest 
flags as soon as any poet but Homer is made the topic of conversa- 
tion. This, as Socrates says, serves to show that the rhapsode's 
accom|)li^liment is not the result of specialist skill. All the poets, 
as Ion admits, treat of much the same topics — the conduct of men and 
women in the various occupations of life, the " things in the heavens 
and the underworld," and the births and doings of "gods." 
though Homer treats all these topics better than any one else. 
Hen(:e if the exposition of a poet were a matter of profes.sional 
expert knowledge, the same knowledge which makes a man able 
to api^reciate and ('xpound Homer, would equally make him a good 
critic and expositor of poetry in general. Consequently, Socrates 
suggests that the conception of the interpreter of the poet as a 
conscious "craftsman " is mistaken. 'J'he poets tlKuiiselves are not 
self-conscious " artists " ; they compose their works in a mood of 
" inspiration " in which they tire " taken out of themselv’^es, and 
are temporarily, like " seers " or Bacchanals, vehicles " possessed " 
by a higher power of which they are the unconscious mouthpieces. 
In the same way. the " rhapsode " with a special gift for reciting 
Homer is " inspired " by the poet at second-hand. He becomes 
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temporarily himself the “ mouthpiece of the poet, as the poet is 
the mouthpiece of the god. And he in turn insj^ires " liis hearers 
by communicating to them, in a non-logical way, something of the 
“ inspiration he has received from the poet. Dius })Oct, reciter, 
audience, are like so many links of iron, the first of whic h is “ attrac- 
ted by a magnet, and in its turn attracts anotluT. It is evidence' 
for the non-rational character of this inlluence that the rliapsode 
for the time actually enters into the feelings of the characters whose 
speeches he is declaiming, shudders with their fears and wee])s 
over their distresses, and makes his audience do the like, though 
neither they nor he may really be faced with any dangc'r or distress. 
So far Ton is not unwilling to go with Socrate s, but he is less ready 
to follow him when Socrates turns to tht' other chief feature in the 
popular conception of the poet, and denies that the ])0('t as such is 
a "teacher'' with knowledge to im])art to us. If Homer were 
really a great teacher of wisdom Imman and divine, it should follow 
that a rhapsode, whose proh's^ion compels him to be intimately 
acquainted with Hoiikt’s poetry, is also a high authority in all 
fields of knowledge. But it is undeniable that a physician would 
be a sounder judge of Ilomc'r’s statements about medicine than a 
rhapsode, and again that a racing man would be bc-tter aide to 
appreciate and criticize the advice Nestor gives in the Iliad about 
horse-racing than a proh'ssional rhapsode, unless the rhapsode 
happens incidentally to be a s])ecialist in horse-racing. If then 
there really is any ck'partment of specialist knowledge* whie'h can hr 
acquired by a study of Homer, what is it ? 

Ion falls back on the traditional view that at any rate Homer is 
a specialist in the art of warfare, and that a close sliident of Homer, 
such as^he. himself has been, learns from Homer \hr “ art of the' 
general. I he Iliad, in fact, is a first-rate manual of military science, 
and Ion professes, on the strength of his familiaritv with it, to be a 
great general in posse. But how comes it, then, that la,* has never 
attempted to distinguish himself in so emiiKuitlv honourable a 
profession? If there is no opening in his native city of Ephesus, 
which is now a subject-ally of Athens, whv has he never, lik(^ some 
other aliens, entered the military service of Athens herself ? 

Nominally the little dialogue is concerned with the question 
whether rhapsodes and actors owe their success to professional 
or expert knowledge, or to some kind of ^'genins " or non-rational 
inspiration. But it is clear that the real points intended to In* 
made are that the poet himself is not an " expert in any kind of 
knowledge and, as poet, has not necessarily anything to ti'ach us. 
These points are enforced more impressively in other Platonic 
works, notably in the Phaedrm, but the Jon has its value, both as a 
contribution to the psychology of the " rhapsode " (or, as we should 
say to-day, the actor), and as a particularly clear and simple refuta- 
tion of the never-dying popular delusion that the function of the 
poet himself, and consequently of his exponent, is primarily didactic. 
The type of critic who conceives it to be his business to find 
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'* morals and " lessons in the plays of Shakespeare, and regards 
it as the object of Hamlet or MachelhXo warn us against procrastina- 
tion or ambition, has something to learn even from the Ion. 

Mencxenus. — I he Menexenus offers, in a way, a wwse puzzle to 
the reader than any other work of the Platonic corpus, and it is not 
surprising that its autla nticity should be doubted by students of 
Plato who are in general on the conservative side in questions of 
genuineness, blxternally the evidence for it is good. It is twice 
cited by Aristotle,^ and once with a formal title, “the Funeral Dis- 
course," and this seems to show that Aristotle at least believed it to 
be Platonic. Now the systematic production of works falsely 
ascribed to t minent authors sec'ms not to occur in the history of 
Greek literature until long after the lime of Aristotle. And again 
it is not likely that Aristotle, of all men, should have been mis- 
informed about tlie real aiithordtip of an Academic dialogue. Thus 
it is hard to believe either that the dialogue is a deliberate forgery 
or that it is a production of some lesser member of the Academy 
which lias been ascribed by a simple mistake to Plato, as seems to 
be the case with a few of the minor items of the “ canon of Thrasylus." 
Nor have modern stylometrical ijivestigations given any reason to 
susjK'Ct the little work. Aristotle’s allusion thus seems to compel 
us to accept it as genuine. On the other hand, there are two 
notorious difticultii's which we have to face when we admit Plato's 
authorship. One is that it is at least hard to see what Plato’s 
object in such a composition can b(‘. 'fhe other is that the dialogue 
commits an anachronism to which there is no parallel anywhere 
in Plato, and which cannot be unconscious. The bod}^ of it is made 
up of a recital by Socrates of a “ funeral oration " on the Athenians 
who fell in the Corinthian war, and Socratccs profe.sses to have 
heard the speech from the lips of the famous Aspasia, the wife of 
Pericles. It is certain tliat Socrates was put to death in the summer 
of the year 3C)q b.c., long V)efore the opening of the Corinthian war 
( 3 Q 5 B C.). Yet he is made to carry his review of Athenian history 
(iown to the pacification dictated by the Persian king, which ended 
the war in the year 387. Aspasia. the nominal speaker, must 
have died before Socrates. Ihis is implied in the structure of 
(he Aspasia of Aesc.hines, on which see H. Dittmar, Aeschines 
von Spheltus, 45-5X). Plato must have violated chronology quite 
deliberate!}" and with a view to producing a definite effect. But 
what can we siq)])ose the intention to have been ? 

It is idle to suggest that the whole affair is a mere Aristophanic 
jest, and tliat Plato only wants to show that he can rival the 
comedians on thc'ir own ground by putting ludicrous “ topical 
allusions ’’ into the mouth of his hero. We cannot reconcile such 
a use of Socrates, for })uriH)ses of pure burlesque, with the tone of 
reverence and dc'votion in which Plato continues to speak of 
Socrates in the letters written at the very end of his own life ; even 
‘ Jxhetoric, 13676 8. 14156 30. 
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il one could, we iiave to remember tliat Sociaies is not being made, 
as he might be made in a burlesque, to offer a remarkably intelligent 
anticipation of the course of I'vents " ; he is re])rcsenled as com- 
menting on the events of the twelve or thirteen yt*ars after his own 
death ex post facto. And we still have to explain why Socrates 
should pretend that Aspasia too is still a well known figure at 
Athens, and that he has learned his discourse from her. Again, wc 
cannot account for this use of Aspasia by appealing to the ])assage 
{Menexcmis, 236/i) wh(?re Socrates is made to cn^dit her with the 
authorship of the famous “ fimeral speech,’' deli V( Ted by Pericles 
in the first year of the Archidamian war, and reported by I'hurydides. 
IMato's object is not to ridicule oratory of this kind by the insinuation 
that its tone is what might be expected from a woman and an 
hctacra. The remains of the Aspasia of Aeschines of Sphettus, 
make it clear that the view, which underlies the projiosals of 
Republic v., that “ the goodness of a woman and that of a man are 
the same',” was a genuine doctrine of Socrates, and that he quite 
seriously believed in the “ political capacity ” of As]xisia. His 
profession of owing his own “ h'uneral Discourse ” to her is, no doubt, 
only half-serious, but it is quite in keeping with what we know to 
have been his real conviction. We have therefore to discover the 
object of the whole singular mystification, if we can, from an 
analysis of the oration itself. 

It will not be necessary to insert licre a full analysis, but there are 
certain points, well brought out in such a commentary as Stall- 
baum's, which we have to bear in mind. 'I'lie discourse is framed 
on the lines we can see from comparison with the extant examples 
to have been conviiutiorial on such occasions. It treats first of 
the glorious inheritance and traditions of the community into which 
tlie future warriors were born and in which th(*y were brought up, 
then of their own achievements, by whicli they have aj)proved 
themsel\‘es worthy of such an origin, and finally of the considera- 
tions which should iiKjderate the griid of their surviving friends 
and relatives. In this respect it exhibits a close paralkd with the 
discourse of PcricKcs in Ihucydides, the " funeral sjx'ech " included 
in the works ascribed to Lysias, the Panegyriciis of Isocrates, the 
discourse of Jlyperidcs on Leostlumes and Ins compaTiir)ns in the 
Larnian war. There are din'ct verbal eclioes of the speech of 
Lysias, {-crliaps of that of Pericles, and, I susjiect, also of the 
Tsocratean Panegyricus, a work of the year 380. The diction 
again has clearly been modelled on that actindly adopted in real 
encomia of the fallen, and it is this vvdiich makes it impossible to 
use evidence from style to date the dialogue. “ Funeral orations " 
belong to the type of oratory called by the Greeks " epideictic," and 
demand an artificial elevation of diction and use of verbal ornament 
avoided in “forensic" })l(^adiiig and politicd sjieaking. Hence 
ah the extant specimens (exhibit, to a greater or a less degree, the 
high-flown and semi-poetical character distinctive of the Sicilian 
show declamation " introduced to Athens by Gorgias, and Plato 
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has been careful to preserve this peculiarity. When we examine 
the contents of the discourse, we see that he has been equally careful 
to conform to the accc'pted model. His oration, like those of 
Lysias and Isocrates, but unlike the really statesmanlike discourse 
of Pericles, dwells on the topics afforded by mythology for the 
glorification of Athens, the origination of the cultivation of corn 
and of the olive in Attica, the contest of Athena with Hephaestus 
for the patronage of tlu* city, the public spirit and chivalry displayed 
in such legendary rxj)loits as the protection of the family of Heracles 
and th(‘ rescuing for burial of the corpses of the champions who fell 
l)(‘fore th(' gates of 'i hebes. Lysias and ls(K:rates both expatiate on 
these prehistorical events at great length — a length apparently 
satirized by Soerates in the remark (239/^) that they have already 
n'ceived tlu ir due nK'ed of c(h‘l)ration from the poets. The speech 
tlH'U proet-eds, like those which aie apparently its immediate 
models, to a sketch ni the history of Athens down to date, the 
object of which is to glorify the city on two grounds— its rooted and 
invrt(Tate antipathy to “ barbarians," ( 2 ^ 2 c-e, 245^/,) and its 
unst lfLh Panhellenism, shown by its readiness always to make 
sacrifices to preservt* tlie " balanca* of ])ower " between the different 
Greek cities by supjKtriing the weaker side in these internal quarrels 
(234,'’). 'I'he demonstration of the second point in particular leads 
to a bold falsification of iiistory, by wliich th(.‘ fifth century attempts 
of Athens to d(.)minat(' Boeotia and the Archidarnian war itself 
arc made to app(‘ar as lieroic struggles against the " imperialism " 
of other communities. We know enough from Plato of the real 
sentiments ])olh of himsdf and of Socrates to understand that this 
version of history cannot n'present the serious convictions of 
(‘ither ; it has all the a])pearance of satire on the " patriotic " version 
of history givt'U by Iso(Tates in an inconsistent combination with 
Panhellenism. Similarly, after reading tlu Gorgias and Republic 
and the sketch of Athenian history given in Laie^s iii., we shall 
find it iin]>ossible to take the Mcnexenus seriously when it glorific's 
the existing constitution of Athens as a true aristocracy in which the 
men wle^ .ire reputed to be “ In st " govern with the free consent of 
the imiltitiide (23Sf/-c). When we are told that at Athens, as 
no\vlu'n‘ (“Ise. " he who has the repute of wisdom and goodness is 
sovereign," ihc em])hasis must be meant to fall on the words " who 
lias th(' ri'pntc," and the encomium is disguised satire. Probably, 
then, the real purpose of the discourse is to imitate and at the same 
time, by adroit touches of concealed malice, to satirize popular 
“ patrif)tic oratory." It is no objection to such an interpretation 
to say, what is true- enough, tliat the speech contains noble passages 
on the duty of devotion to one’s State and the obligation of per- 
petuating Us finest traditions. Even the " flag-tlappcr " who 
distorts all history into a romantic legend of national self-glorifica- 
tion, usually has 'some good arguments, as well as many bad ones, 
for his '* patriotism," and we may credit Plato with sufficient 
penetration to have seen that satire misses its designed effect unless 
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it is accompanied by intelligent recognition of the good which is 
mingled with the evil in its objects. (This is why so much of the 
writing of Juvenal, S\Nift, Victor lingo, mt'n'ly wi^aries a reader 
by the monotony of llie invective.*) 

If Isocrates is the person against whom the satire of the Menex- 
enus is largely directed, we can see an excellent reason why thnt 
satire should be so liberally mixed with sympathy. Isocrates was 
honourably distinguislied by his real suj)eriority to mere j)articu- 
larism and his n-al ( oncern for tlit* interests of Cireek ci\diization as 


a whole, and in this he and Plato were wholly at one. But, unlike 
Plato, who regarded the hard and fast distinction between (irec'k 
and " barbarian ” as unscientitic sujx.*rstition, Isocrates takes tin* 
antithesis seriously and tends to regard hate of the barl)arian as 
equivalent to love for civilization. The combination of the two 
points of view in the Mcncxenus is a fair rejm'sentation of his lih'long 
attitude towards affairs. So again tlu* distortion of history by which 
the most aggressive exqdoits of Attic' im[)erialisin, such as the attem])t 
of Pericles and his Iriends to dominate Boeotia. and the Archida- 
mian War as a whole, are represented as "wars of liberation," 
is no very violent })arody of the methods of Isocrates when he is 
anxious, as in the Panci^yrictis, to gratify Athenian jxartiality for 
Athens or Athenian dislike of Sparta. One may suspect the same 
purpose of i)arody in the false em])hasis which is laid in the Mencx- 
evus on the naval exjdoits of Athens in the Sicilian expedition as 
efforts for the liberation " of the o])pn‘Ssed. Isocratc'S notorious) v 
held the view that the* naval ascendancy of Athens had been a 
national misfortune, since* it had led to the lust for eni])ire, and 
there are jjassagc's in the Lirds which show that Plato s\ in|)atiiized 
with tins conviction. But it would be a Ic'lling crita ism of the 
isocratc'an way of mani|)u]ating history to show that it could easily 
be; employed for glorifying piccisrly the side of Atht'uian Jjistory 
which gave Isoi ratt s liirnself least satisfaction. You have only to 
sit as loosely to facts as Isocrates habitmilly allows himself to do 
when he wishes to ])raise or to abuse some one, and you can make 
Alcibiades into a lu'ro of chividry who was only doing his duty by 
the oppressed wlicn he lur<*d Athens on to its ruin by the prosiiect of 
the conquest of Sicily ! - ]f wc read tlie M cncxenus in this light, we 
can p)eihaps understand the ]H)int of the curious anarhronisrn in 
its setting. 'Ihe satire of the actual " IniiKaal Discoursi.* " is so 
subtly mixed watli sympatli(‘tic appreciation that it would lie <>asy 
whole sjieeeh fc^r a serious encomium- a mistake 
whicli has aclually b(*en made by a good many interjirctc'rs of Jdato. 
llie ordinary reader needs .some very vi.sibJe warning sign if he is 
to ajiproach tlie discourse with the required anticijiation that 
200 ft excellent reniaiks of Sir A. Ouiller-Couch, Studies in Uteniiuye. 


* bysias takccs care to “ skip ” tlie Pel()j)()nnesian War enlircly ; Isix.iates 
does worse. He actua ly jnstihcs the two great mines of the en.slavement 
and massacre of the Melians and the destruction of Scione 1 
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its purpose is satirical. The warning is given, for any intelligent 
reader, by the amazing introduction of Socrates at a date years 
after his death. It is as thoiigli Plato were telling us in so many 
words that we are dealing with the utterances of a mere pupj)et 
who has nothing to do with the great man to whose memory the 
dialogues in gc'iuTal are a splendid tribut<\ Even so, the fiction is 
singular, and hardly to be accounted for unless we realize the 
pr(\s(*nce in I’lato Ihmself of a piauiiiar vein of freakish humour 
whicli conu's out notaldy in the singular antinomies of the 
Piirnicnidcs as well as in the whimsicalities of the Sophisies and 
PolUiciis. It was an “ imjjish ” trick to put the discourse of the 
M encxcniis int^) the mouth of a puppet Socrates, and we may be 
glad til at tlie trick was never re|>eat(‘d, as we. are glad that Shakt*- 
sp<‘an' iH'ver ]>(apet rated a S(‘Cond Troihis and Cressida. The very 
audacitv of the trick is some additional evidt'iif'e of the genuineness 
of the dialogue. We can understand that Plato might take such 
a liberty -once, and in an unhaj)j)y moment ; it is surely incredible 
that a yonng(T mcmlier of Plato’s cniourage should have ventured on 
it at all. 


See further : 

EiTTi-.R, C'.- Platon, i. .>07-308 {llippicn II), 3 a'>- 3 ^>i 
{Ilippias I), 483 •.•joo [Minuxinus]. 

Kai.oi.k, \\.‘ -Platon!^ pfi'i/osi>pliisclic Putii-'ichclung, 92 -94 

04 93 (Hippias II), 101-106 (IJippias I), 125 127 

{Mcnr xonts). 

Ai’C I T, O.- Pcitrage zur Gcschichir dcr gricc}ii;^chen Pliilosf^pluc 
(iSoi), 369 3<io {dcr Sophist Ilippias von Elis) ; Phiionische 
Aiijsnt::r (1912), 203-237 (on Hippias 1 and II). 

Kkat's, ().- I’latons Hippias Minor, (lYagiie, I 9 i 3 -) 

Dittmatc U — Aeschines von Sphetliis 1-39 (on the connection 
of iIk' I\Iene\enus with the Aspasia of Aeschines. The 
conne('tic)n is clearly made out, hut I think it an exaggera- 
tion to find the purpose of Plato’s dialogue mainly in a 
“ polemic ” against Aeschines), 
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MINOR SOCRATIC DIALOGUES : CIIARMIDES, 
LACHES, LYSIS 

W E may group the throe dialogues which form the subject 
of this chapter together for several reasons. From the 
dramatic point of view all show an advance upon what is 
iikcly to have been the earliest form of the Platonic dialogue, the 
direct presentation of Socrates in conversation witli a single interloc- 
utor. 'riu; Lysii; and Charmides both profess to be reports of rc'ccmtly 
held conversations given by Socrates to an unnamed friend or friends, 
and thus conform to the type of such masterpieces of litcTary art 
as the and Republic. The fiction that the dialogue is 

rt'porled enables .Socrates to draw a IiigiiJy dramatic jiicture 
of tiie persons engaged in tJie conversation and the circumstances 
ill wliich it is held. 'I'his device is not adoptc^d in the Laches, where 
the melAiod of direct reproduction of the conversation is maintained, 
but tlic same advantage is obtained by adding to tb(‘ number of the 
interlocutors, so that we have a vivid characterization of tliree 
persons, two of them notabilities, besides Socrates hims(‘lf. All three 
dialogues, again, are connected by the fact that they deal with 
Socrates in the sp(*cial character of oldiT friend and achastT of the 
two of th(‘ni, tiie ('har)niih's and Lysis give ns an 
attractive picture (d liis personal manner as mentor to liis voiing 
friend'^. In ihr cases of i'harniides and Laches Plato has been 
careful to indicate ap])roximately the period of life to wliich Socrates 
has attained, and we see that both are meant as pictures of the 
master as he was between the ages of forty and fifty, and thus take 
iw back to a tinn' when Idato liimself was either an infant or not 3vt 
born. It is closely couneeted with this that both diejognes, and 
especially tlic; Laches, ar(‘ |.)ervaaded by the atmosphiTe of the Arclii 
damian war and remind us of the fact that Socrates was, among 
either things, a fighting man. A furtheT point of connexion 
between these twe) dialogues is, that they are both concerned at 
bottom with a difficult y arising directly out of the Socratic concep- 
tion of virtue as ielentical with knowledge. Each de'als with one 
of the great recognized virtues demanded from a Greek “ good 
man — the Charmides with "temperance/’ the Laches wilh " valour " 
or " fortitude" — and in both cases the discussion follows the same 
general lines. We are gradually led up to the point of identifying 
the virtue under consideration with knowledge of the good, and then 
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left to face tlie difficulty that the identification seems to involve 
tlie further identification of this particular virtue witli all virtue. 
If valour, for example, is knowledge of thc^ good, how can we con- 
tinue to distinguish th(.‘ soldier’s virtue of valour from any other 
virtue, and what becomes of the popular belief that a man may have 
one virtue in an eminent degree, and yet be deficient in another— 
may be, for example, a very brave soldier but very licentious ? 
This problem of the " unity of the virtues ” forms the starting-point 
for the discussion of the Protagoras, and cannot be said to receive its 
full solution until we come to thr Republic. Thus, by raising it, the 
Laches and Charmides preindi diiuctly to what must have been the 
great achievements of Plato's literary prime of manhood ; this is 
an additional reason for holding that they must not be placed among 
his earliest compositions. It is, for example, quite possible, if not 
even probable, that both may be later works than the Gorgias, 
which still retains the method of simple direct reproduction of a 
conv.:rsation and. for all its impressive eloquence, shows less insight 
into the more difficult phiIoso])hical piroblems raised by the Socratic 
conception of morality. 

The Charmides. Ponnally, like several of the dialogues, the 
Charmides has as its object Ihe finding of a. definition. To us it 
seems at first pedantic to attach importance, in morals at any rate, 
to mere definitions of tlie different virtues. A definition, wc are 
inclined to think, is at best a matter of names, wlu'reas ethical 
thinking should concern itself directly with " concrete realities/' 
If a man recognizes aiul practises a noble rule of life, it matti^rs very 
little l)y what name W calls the right act, whetlier he looks at it as 
an exhibition of couragt‘, or of justice, or of “ tem]H ranee.'' The* 
“ fine ” deed can, in tact, easily be made to wear the semblance of 
any one of these “ virtues.” This is true enough, but it would be 
out of place as a criticism on the Socratic demand for ” definitions ” 
in matters of condiK't. Prom tlu‘ (Ireek point of view, the problem 
of definition itself is not one of nanu's, but of things. If our moral 
judgment is to lx* sound, and our moral practice good, wc must 
approve and disapprove rightly. \\’e must admire and imitati' 
what is really noble, and must not be led into false theory and bad 
practice by confused thinking about giuxl and evil. llu‘ problem 
of finding a definition of a ” virtue ” is at bottom the problem of 
formulating a moral ideal, and it is from this point of view that we 
ought to consider it. 'I'he important thing is that we should know 
quite definitclv what we admire in conduct and that our admiration 
should be rightly givim to the things which are really admirable. 
Failure in finding the definition means that we reall}’ do not know 
what we admire, and so long as we do not know this, our moral lifi' 
is at the mercy of sentimental half-thinking. 

The particular virtue selected for discussion is one \vhich bulks 
very large in all Greek thought about the conduct of life — the 
beautiful characteristic called by the Greeks sophrosyne, and by the 
Romans Umperantxa. It is easier to indicate from the usage of the 
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language wliat this moral excellence is, than to find any one name 
for it in our modern English. In literature we find sophyosyne spoken 
of chiefly in the following connexions. As its derivation im])li(\s, 
the word means literally the possession of a " sane or '"wholesome " 
mind ; sophrosync is tlnis contrasted with the " folly of the man 
who “ forgets himself in Hk^ hour of success and prosperity, and 
“ presumes on ” his advantagt'S of wealth or power, pushes them 
to the full extreme in his dealings with the less fortunate. Or it 
may equally be contrasted with tlie “ unbalanced " conduct of the 
fanatic who has only one idea in his head, can only sec. one side of 
a situation and is blind to all the others. In this sens(\ as the virtue 
opposed to the ])ridc of the man who forgids tliat tlu* gods can cast 
him down as low as they have raised him high, the recklessness of tlu* 
successful man who forgets that he may himself come to be as much 
at the mercy of anotlier as others arc now at his, the pitilessness of 
the fanatic who can only see one side to every question, sophrosync 
covers very much of what we call humility, humanity, mercy. 
Again, the word is a name for the kind of conduct thought becoming 
specially in the young towards elders, soIdiiTs towards tlu'ir superior 
oflicer, citizens towards their magistrates. In this sense it means 
proper modesty and (‘Vcai covers sucli minor matters as a becoming 
outward deportment in speech and gesture. In still a third sense, 
it is the characteristic of the man who knows how to hold his 
imperious bodily a]'>petiles, “ tlie desire for meal and drink and the 
passion of sex,” in easy and graceful control, as cc)nirasti‘d with the 
man who offends us by unsc(*mly and untimely greed of these 
appeb'tive enjoyments, 'in this aspect, sopJirosyne is what in good 
English is still called ” temptuaince,” if we take can* to remember 
that it is part of the virtue itself that it is not tlu^ imptafect self- 
restraint of the man who holds himself in check ungracefully and 
with difficulty, but the easy and natural self-restraint of the man 
who enjoys being ” temperate.” ^ If it does not seem an affectation 
to use such a phrase, we may say that sopJirosyne is the spirit of the 
** disciplined ” life. It is not, as Hume insinuates,- a ** monkish ” 
virtue, exc(q)t in the sense that you certainly cannot be a good 
monk without it. Neitli(*r, as Ilumc forgot, can you be a good 
soldier, and that is why in the Laws ^ Plato throws snpJirosync 
and valour together, and insists that the formcT is the major and 
the harder jiart of the lesson every good ” fighting man ” has to 
master. The very wide range of the use of the word in literature 
goes a long way to explain tlie importance vSocrates attai'lies to a 
clear and colicrent statement of its meaning, and the difliculty the 
company have in producing such a stati'inent. The introductory 
narrative provides an opportunity for a clear indication of the dale 

^ Hence Aristotle’s sharp distinction throuf.diout the Ethics between the 
and the iyKpaTyjs or morally “ strong ” man in whom judgmc'nt and 
“ will ” — in the Elizabethan sense — are at variance though he liabilually 
compels himself to follow judgment. 

Inquiry into the Principles of Morals, Section IX. Part I. 

* Laws, 634a b. 
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at which the conversation is supposed to take place. Socrates has 
been servirif^ before the walls of Potidaea, in the campaign of the 
year 431 witli which hostilities between Athens and the members 
of the Peloponnesian conh^deracy opened, and has just returned safe 
and sound, after having displayed his courages and coolness in 
danger, as we learn from the Symposium} by saving the life of Alci- 
biades. He is then a man of some forty years (Plato, we must 
remember, is not yet born). He goes direct, on his arrival, to his 
“ wonted haunts,” the palaestrae, and begins at once to ask ques- 
tions a])(Mit tlie way in which ” philosopliv and the young people ” 
have been faring in his absence; on service {('harm. 153^/). (riiis, 
we observe, iinjilies that the interest of young men of promise in 
Socrates as a wist; c(nins(;llor was already a n^ality, (.‘ight years before 
Aristophanes biirhwpied the.se relations in the Clouds.) Critias, 
cousin of Plato’s mothcT, afterwards to be unhap])ily known as a 
h'adt'r of the violently reactionary ])arty in the ” provisional 
government ” set u]) after the ca])itulation of Athens to Lysander, 
but at i)n*sent siiiqdy a young man of parts but with a touch of 
forwardness and self-contidence. theren|.)on promises to introduce 
Socrates to his own cousin ( harinick's (Plato's uncle, subsequently 
associatetl with Critias and his party as the head of the commis.sion 
set up to dominate th(‘ Piraecais), as a lad of (.‘xceptional promis(‘.“ 
Socrates had alnaidy situ him as a mere child, but he has now grown 
to be a youth of wonderful beauty and equally wonderful sophrosync. 
It is agreed that Socrates shall have some conversation with the 
lad and judg(‘ of him for himself. 

Socrates leads up ])layfully to his real ])urpose. the examination 
of the boy's s])iritual state. Charmides has l)ecn complaining of 
headaches. Socrates pn)fesses to have brought back from his 
northern camj)aign a wonderful remedy which he has learned from 
a Thracian.^ The riiracian, liowever, had ex])lained that not only 
can you not treat a local disorder properly without treating the 
patient’s whole body, you cannot treat the body successfully 
without treating the soul, which is the real scat of health and disease. 
Hence Socrates is under a promise not to j)ractise the recipe against 
headache on anyone who is not spiritually sound in constitution. 
It would be useless if employed on a subject with a deep-seated 
spiritual disorder. Sophrosync is presupposed in spiritual health ; 
before Charmides can l)e tn'ated for his headaches, then, we must 
find out whether he has sophrosync (Clumn. 1556’-! 58c). Now if a 
man has this or any other character of soul, it must, of course, make 

* Symposium, 

* According to Xenophon {Mem. iii. 7, i), it was Socrates himself who 
lirst persuaded riiarmides to enter jndjlic life, lint this looks like a mere 
inference from wliat is said in our dialogue of the modest and retiring disposi- 
tion of Charmides in boyhood. If the fact were so, it is singular that no one 
ever seems to have accu.sed Socrates of “ corrupting ” Charmides, though he 
was made resp{)nsible for Critias and Alcibiades. 

* hor the ie}mtation of i lirace as a home of this kind of lore — it was the 
land of Orpheus, we must remember — -cf. Hurip. Ale. 98O fl. 
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its presence felt, and its possessor will therefore have an opinion of 
some kind about its nature. (It is not meant, of course, that the 
possessor of the character need have a “ clear and distinct idea " of 
it, but only that he must have some acquaintance with it ; language 
about it will have some meaning for him, exactly as language a]:)()ut 
sight or hearing will mean something to anyone who can see or hear, 
though it would be meaningless to beings born blind or d(\af.) Thus 
we are led to the question what kind of thing Charmides takes 
sophrosyne to he. As is natural in a men' lad, Charmides fixes first of 
ali on an exterior characteristic, and equally naturally it is a charac- 
teristic of sophrosync in the form which would be most familiar to 
a boy — the form of decent and modt^st bearing towards one’s (‘Iders 
and “ good behaviour ” generally. One sliows sophrosync by walking, 
talking, doing things gt'nerally, in an " oiak'rly and quiet ” fashion ; 
so perliaps we may say that it is “ a sort of quietness ” (vrr 7 ’x/<ir;/s), 
a “ slowness ” which may be contrasted with undignified and un- 
graceful “ hurry ” (150^ ). This, of course, is true, so far as it goes, 
only it does not go very far. 1 ‘here is a “ hurry ” which moans that 
()n('’s limbs or one's tongue are not really under control as thrv should 
l)e. Ihit w(' want to get b(‘hind such mere outward indications to 
the interior condition of soul from which they spring ; and besides, 
c.lt'arly “ slowness,” ” (h'liberateness,” does not always arise from 
l)eing ” master of one’s soul.” As Socrates says, in the various 
j)l)ysicaJ and mental accomplishments it is what is readily and 
(juickly done, not what is done slowly and with dit]ficultv\ that is 
” w<‘ll ” or ” fairly ” done. He who reads or writes, or 

wrestles or boxes well, does these things quickly ; he who can only 
make the proper movements slowly does not do them well. So 
with accomplishments of the mind. A fine memory or judgment or 
inventit)!] is a quick, not a slow, memory or judgment or invention. 
Now it is admitted that sophrosync, whatever it is, is something 
” fine ” (k'(iAoi'). (dearly then it cannot be right to fix on ” slow- 
ness ” as what is sp(‘cially distinctive of sophrosync (isqc-iGot/). 
fhe point is that, in small things as well as in great, the man who 
is master of his soul is free from ” hurry.” There is, in a sense, a 
spacious leisureliiu'ss about his behaviour. But this freedom from 
” haste ” and ” hurry ” is not the same thing as slowness : slowness 
may be, and often is, a mere consequence of awkwardness, of not 
being master of yourself. 

Charmides next makes a suggestion which shows a real attempt 
to get behind the externals of behaviour to the spirit and temjx*r 
they reveal. Sophrosync makes a man quick to feel shame, and 
perliaps it is the same tiling as modesty (a/rkik, i 6 oc). The boy 
is still clearly thinking of the form in which sophrosync would be 
most familiar to a well-bred boy — the sense of being ” on one’s bi.‘st 
behaviour ” in the presence of one’s parents, one’s elders, and in 
general of those to wdiom resjx ct is diux (We may compare Kant’s 
well-known comparison of the reverence for the moral law which is, 
according to him, the specific ethical feeling, with the sense of restraint 



MINOR SOCRATIC DIALOGUES 


51 


wc feci in tlic prt;t.cncc of an cxaltt-d or impressive personage — the 
sort of feeling an ordinary man would have if he were suddenly sum- 
moned to an interview with the King or the Pope. There is a real 
analogy between the two things ; as Kant says, our feeling in both 
cases is primarily one of inhibition or restraint. You don’t “ loll ' 
in the King's pres(‘nce, and a good man is not “ free and easy ” in 
the presence of a moral obligation.) But again, the analogy is only 
an analogy, not an identity. Sol>lirosyne cdiwuoi be simply identified 
with shamcfaccduess (aurxrvy)) or modesty For, by 

geiKTal consent, it is sometliing which is always not merely “ fine " 
(K-a/Vdi') but good (dya^j/dr), and iIh r* is a false modesty which is not 
good. As Homer says, ‘ MocU^sty is not good in a beggar.” (Cf. 
the Scots saying, ” 1 )inna let yt^r modesty wrang ye.”) 'i lu* shaim^ or 
modest}^ which makes a man too bashful to tell his full need on the 
proper occasion is not good, but sophrosvne is always good (t6oc- 
i6i^/.). 

'I'liis leads to a third suggestion which is more imj)ortant than 
any we hav'e yet met. Charmides has heard some one — it is hinted 
that this some one is Critias — say that soplirusyne means ” attending 
to one’s r)wn matters ” (to to tcn’ror TTparr^n’, i6i6),^ and this, 
perhaps, may l)e the true acaoimt. It does obviously present one 
advantage, 'fhe formula i^. a strictly univia'sal one. applicable to 
the wIk/U^ conduct of life in all its different ” ages,” not merely to 
the kind of conduct a])propriate to th(' young in particular. In a 
boy the sh\mess. or backwardness, of which we have just Ix^en speak- 
ing is a laudable thing, and ” forwardness ” a fault, but ” shyness ” 
is far from being a laudable characteristic in a grown man. But 
at any age of life it is laudable to ” mind your own affairs ” and 
censurable to be a ” meddler ” or busybody. Unfortunately, as 
Socrates goes on to point out, the phrase ” to attend to one’s own 
matters ” is so ambiguous that the new suggestion is something of 
a ” conundrum ” ; we have to guess, if we can, what its author may 
have meant (rbit/). Clearly he cannot have meant that a man 
should c)nly read and write his own name and no one else's, or that 
the builder or the ])hvsician should build his own house or cure his 
own body and no other, on pain of being noted for a ” meddler. 
Life would be intolerable to a community where the rule was that 
every one should ” attend to his (nvn mat tors ” in the sense that he 
must '‘do everything for himself” (ibic). 1 he alleged saying, 
then, is what we called it, a pure conundrum. In the RcpitMic, as 

^ Strictly, ai(^ws is the name lor laudable modesty, alux^'i-rj for the back- 
wardness whicli is not laudable, mnuiiiisc hontc. l^ut the words aie fieely 
treated as interchangeable. 

* rh rd iavrov vparTciv is the conduct which is the opposite of t 6 TroXvirpayfiovfiv, 
“ having a finger in everyone’s pie.” Tii Attic life TroXxnrpay^iocrvvr} would show 
itself, e.g., in that tendency to f|narrel with one’s neighbours and drag them 
into law-suits about trifles which Aristophanes regularly ascribes to his priits 
bourgeois. Hence dirpayp^y is in Attic sometimes an ejuthet of censure — 
inert,” lazy ” — but often one of approval — ” a cpiiet decent man, a man 
who “ keeps himself to himself.’* 



52 PLATO : THE MAN AND IIIS WORK 

we all know, this very phrase “ to mind one's own matters " i? 
adopted as an adc(|nate definition not merely of one t3^pe of virtue," 
but of SiKauxrtUy}, “ right -doing." the fundamental principle of 
the whole moral life. There is no inconsistency between the two 
dialogues. The point made in the C'harmides is simply that the 
phrase as it stands, without further explanation leaves us in the 
dark. In the Republic the necessary explanation has been supplied 
by the educational tlieory and moral ps^xhology which precede its 
introduction, so that when we come to it, it has a very definite 
significance, and is seen at once to embody the whole content of the 
Socratic ideal that a man's business in life is the " tendance of his 
soul." If it Iiadbi'en s[)rung upon us, without this i^reparation, in 
the course of Republic i. as an answtT to the (dhical nihilism of 
'rhras3unachus. it would then have been e\actl3^ what Socrates 
calls it in the ('liarmidcs -a conundrum. 

Tlie defence of the proposed definition is now taken up by 
(.'ritias. He replies to the objc'Ction of Socrates b\^ making a dis- 
tinction between " doing" (roTr^iaVrcir, to lf)y('ii.€iTOai) and " making " 
(to TToicTi). The shoemaker " makes " shoes for liis customers, but 
in "making" their shoes he is "doing" his own work, d he 
shoes he makes are not his own shoes, but the making of them is 
his " own " trade or work. Here again w(* are dealing with a real 
and ini[)ortant distinction ; in the Republic we shall h^arn the true 
significance of the conception of a " work " or " vocation " which 
is a man's " own," not because the products of it are to be his " own " 
propertv’' for his own exclusive use. but because it is the contribution 
he and no one else can make to the " good life." Critias has not, 
however, thought out the implications of his own distinction, and 
goes wrong from the start by an elementary confusion of ideas 
He appeals in support of the distinction to the saying of Hesiod that 
" no work is disgraceful," ^ on which he puts a glaringly false inter 
pretation. Hesiod, he says, cannot liav(‘ meant that no occupatior 
is a base one, for there are base tradc‘S like those of the shoemake: 
and fishmonger, not to mention worse ones. By " work " Hesioi 
must have meant " making what is honourable and useful," an* 
similarl3g when we sa\^ tliat sophrosyne is " minding your ow 
matters " or " doing 3Tnir own work " we mean that it is doing win 
is " honourable and useful " (ibg^-c). 

We might expect that Socrat(!S would fasten at once on tl 
obvious weakness of this definition ; it presupposes tliat we alreac 
know what we mean by " good and useful." We should then 1 
led direct to the c(uicl vision which it is part of Plato’s purpose 
drive home, that we cannot really know the character of sophrosy 

^ ^fyyou 5’ oodh ^I'fLOos (Hesiod, O.D. jii). Xenophon {Mem. i. <56-' 
states chat Socrates was fond of the saying, apparently taking it in the s(M 
that honest work is no disgrace/' i lls “ accuser " twisted it to nieun tl 
no one need feel ashamed of anything he does. Comparison with the sirin' 
charges of getting an immoral sense out of the poets considered in 
A pologia Socratis of labanius, seems to show that what Xenophon has in v: 
is the pamphlet of Poly crates against Socrates. 
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or any other virtue until we know what good and evil are, and when 
we know that we have answered the question what virtue is. In 
point of fact, Socrates prefers to make an unexpt'ctod deviation 
from the direct line of the argument, which raises a still more general 
issue, and apparently takes us out of the sphere of ethics into that 
of epistcmok)gy. The Icaigth of this section shows that it is meant 
to be the most important division of the dialogue, and we shall need 
therefore to consider it with some care. 

According to the explanation of Critias, a physician who cures 
his patient is doing sonuThing good and useful for both himself and 
the patient and is therefore acting with sophrosyne. But he need 
not know that he is doing what is “ good and us(‘ful." (I'he physi- 
cian cannot be sure that he will really be the bt‘tt(T, or that his 
patient will be the Ix-tter, for his services. It anight be better for 
the i)atic*nt that he sliould die, or for the physician that he should 
not make the incomi' he dots mak<!.) 'ihus it would seem that a 
man may have sophrosyne without being aware that he has it 
(ibqrt-c). 'i his would not only st'em inconsistent with the assump- 
tion Socrates had made at the lK*ginning of his conversation with 
Charmides, but also flatly contradicts the generally accepted view, 
with which Critias agrees, that sophrosyne actually is the same thing 
as ** self-knowledge." (The thought, of course, is that " sanity of 
mind " is precisely a true understanding of yourself, your strength 
and vour weaknesses, your real situation in relation to gods and 


(2) If it is, is it profitable ; has it any bearing on the practical conduct 
of life ? Or again ; (i) What is the object apprehended by self- 
knowledge ? (2) What is the result it produces ? 

The second question is met by Critias with the reply that self- 
knowledge, like such " sciences " or " arts " as arithmetic and 
geometry, and unlike such “sciences" or “ arts " as building or 
weaving, has no “ product.” This is, in untechnical langua^, the 
distinction which is more clearly drawn in the Politicus and finally 
takes technical form in Aristotle as the distinction between specu- 
lative ” knowledge, which has no further end than the perfecting ot 
itself, and ” practical " knowledge, which has always an ultermr 
end the making of some thing or the doing of some act. Critias 
is unconsciously assuming first that self-knowledge is or 

reVrr/, knowledge of uiiii'ersal rules or principles of some kind, and 
next that it is “ speculative,” not “ practical science. The result 
is that he is virtually confusing the direct acquaintance with one s 
own individual strength and weaknesses really meant in the Delphian 
inscription with the “ science ” of the psychologist He is taking ^ 
for granted, as too many among ourselves still do, that to know 
psychology and to have a profound acquaintance wit i your o^ 
“ heart ** are the same thing (Charfn. ib^d-e.) Socrates lets this 

I yifuOl ffuvrSv. 
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confusion of “ direct acquaintance " with “ knowledge about " go 
imcriticized, because liis immediate purpose is to raise a more general 
issue, one which concerns not the effect of knowledge, but the object 
apprehended. In all other cases, he urges, that which is appre- 
hended by a knowledge ” or “ science " is something different 
from the knowing or apprehending itself. Arithmetic for example 
is knowledge of “ the even and odd.” as we should say, of the 
characters of the integers. But ” llu* even and odd ” are not the 
same thing as the knowing which has them for its object. (In fact, 
of course, arithmetic is a mental activity, tlie inti‘gtirs and their 
properties are not.) We shall find the same distinction between tht‘ 

” knowing ” and tlie object known in the case of any other ” know- 
ledge ” we like to take {ibGa~h). Critias admits the truth of this 
in general, but assfats that there is one solitary excxqHion. 1'h(‘ self- 
knowledge of which he had spoken is this exception ; it is (piite 
literally a knowing which ” knows itself and all other knowk'dges.” 
and the virtiK* ^nffirosyne is no other tlian this ” knowing which 
knows itself ” (i()(h ). In effect this amounts to identifying ^opli- 
rosyne with what is called in modern times ” theory of knowledge.” 

We proceed to test this thesis in the true Socratic way by 
asking what conseciuences would follow from it. It would follow 
that the man who lias sophroaync would know what he knows and 
what he does not know but nuTely ” fancit's ” {aliTai), and also 
what other men know and what they only ” fancy.” Let us once 
more put our double quest ion, Is such knowledge as this possible, and 
if it is, is it of any Ixaiefit to us ? 

'i'here is a grave difticulty even about its possibility- For, in ail 
other cases, we find that a mental activitv is always directed on 
some object other tlian it. self. Sight and hearing do not .see or 
hear sight or hearing ; they .'^ee colours and hear sounds. Desire 
is never ” de.^ire of desire ” but always desire of a jileasant obji'ct ; 
we do not wisli for ” wishing ” but for good. What we love is not 
” loving ” but a beloved person, what we fear, not fear but some 
formidable thing, and so forth. 'I'hat is, it is characteristic of 
mental activiti('s of all kinds that they are directed iqx)!! an object 
other than iheymclves (i07c-i68a). It would be at least ” singular ” 
((xTOTTov) if tliere should be a solitary exception to this principle, a 
** knowing ” which is not the knowing of a science [iJ.dOrjfLn) of some 
kind, but the ” knowing of itself and the other knowings ” (i68^?). 
Knowing, in fact, is always a knowing of something, and so relative 
to an object known ; its ” faculty ” is to be e/ something (i68b), and 
so where there is knowing there must be a known object, just as 
where there is a ” greater than ” there must always be a ” less ” 
than which the greater is greater. Hence, if there is anything which 
is greater than itself, it must also be less than itself ; if anything 
which is double of itself, it must also be half itself, and so on. If 
” seeing ” can .see itself, “seeing ” itself must be coloured. Some of 
these consequences are patently absurd, e.g. that there should be a 
number which is greater than, and by consequence also less than 
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itself : if it is not so obvious that seeing cannot see itself, and that sigh t , 
by consequence, is not a colour, the position is at any rate difficult to 
accept. It would n'quire a great philosopher to decide the question 
whether any activity can be its own object, and if so, whether this 
is the case with the activity of knowing, and we have not the 
genius needed to determine the point (i(M~i()(.)b) , But in any case, 
we may say that such a suj)pf)sed “ knowing of knowing '' cannot be 
what men mean by soplirosyne unless it can be shown that it would 
be “ beiu'.ficial ” to us, as sop/irosyne admittedly is {iGqb-c). 

(So far th(‘n, the point of the argument has been the perfectly 
sound one that no m('ntal activity is its own object. Manifestly 
this is true of the knowing of the cpisternologist. as much as of any 
other activity. If tlnua* is such a science as the “ theory of know- 
lc‘dge.'' its object will be “ the conditions under which knowledge is 
possible.” Jlut these condit ions are not the same thing as anyone’s 
knowing about them. Tin* doctrines of the Critique of Pure Reason, 
for (*xainp](\ are one thing and Kant's knowing or believing these 
(loc'trines is another.) 

We can now take a further step. Let us concedt\ for the pur- 
poses of arguiiKmt, that there is such a thing as a ” knowing of 
knowing.” Even if there is. it is not the same thing as ” knowing 
what you know and 7chat you do not know,” and therefore is not the 
self-knowledge with which Crilias has been trving to identify 
sophrosync. Oitias does not readily take in th(‘ distinction, which 
has therefore to be made gradually cl(‘arer by illustrations. Sup- 
pose a man to ” know about knowing.” what will tliis knowledge 
really tell him ? It will t('ll him that ” this is knowledge ” and ” that 
is not knowh'dge,” i.c. lliat this proposition is true, that proposition 
is not certainly true. P>ut to know so much and no mon* would 
certainly not be enough for the purposes of the practitioner in 
medicine and statesmanship. I he physician needs not merely to 
know that ” I know such and such a ])roposition.” he needs to know 
that the true proposition in question is reh'vant to the treatment of 
his patients. In other words, it is not enough for him to know 
what knowledge is. he needs to know what health is. and the states- 
nian similarly must know not merely what knowledge is, but what 
right is. Ex hypothesi they will not learn this from a science which 
has knowledge' as its object, but from medicine, of which the object 
is health in the body, or from politics, which knows about ” right.” 
Thus we must not say that the man who has only ” knowledge of 
knowledge ” will know what he knows and uehai he does not ; we 
may only say that that he will know the bare fact that he knows or 
does not know. (The meaning is, for example, that a man who was 
a mere cpisternologist and nothing more might be aware that when 
he says, ” So many grains of arsenic are fatal , ” he is saying something 
which satisfic's all tlui conditions required for genuine scientific 
knowledge ; but, if he only knew epistemology and nothing else, 
he would not even know that he must not administer fatal doses of 
arsenic to his fellow-men.) Thus if sophrosyne is the same thing as 
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a ** knowledge of knowledge/* the man who has it will not be helped 
by it to distinguish a genuine practitioner from a pretender in 
medicine or in anything else. To distinguish the true physician 
from the quack, you need to know not epistemology, tlie “ know- 
ledge of knowledge/* but medicine, the “ knowledge of things 
wholesome and unwholesome.** The true judge of medical theory 
and practice is not the epistemologist but the medical specialist, and 
no one else And this conclusion seems to dispose of 

the worth of sophrosync, if we were right in identifying it with a 
" knowledge of knowledge^.** A self-knowledge whieh taught us to 
know, in the first instance, our own strength and weakness, and, in 
the second place, the strength and weakness of otlu'rs, and so 
enabled us to b(' on our guard against self-delusion and imposture, 
would be of the highest value for the conduct of life. Ihit we have 
just s('en that all that the epistemologist as such could possibly 
tell about himself or anyone else would lie men^ly whether he really 
knew ('pistemology (ijtc-c). 

The point to which all this leads us up is manifestly that though 
sophrosyne is a knowledge of something, it cannot be a " knowledgi* 
about knowledge/’ nor can this be what was nsilly meant by those 
who have insisted on self-knowl(‘dge as the one thing maalful for a 
happy life. It is clearly indicated that the sort of knowh'dge of 
ourselves really needed as a guide to practice is knowledge of good and 
evil and of the state of our souls in respect of them, a view which 
would immediately lead to the further result that all tlui genuine 
virtues are at bottom one and the same thing, knowledge of the good, 
and the distinctions commonly made between the difierent type's 
of virtue at best conventional. (It is incidentally a further valuable 
result of the argument that it has vindicated the autonomy of the 
various sciences by exposing the pretensions of the “ theory of 
knowledge ” to judge of scientific truths on a priori grounds, and 
making it clear that in every case there is no appc^al from the verdict 
of the expert in a specific science, so long as he claims to be the final 
authority in his own speciality.) 

The main purpose of the discussion becomes apparent when we 
reach its final section. Even if we waive all tlie difficulti(‘s we have 
raised, and admit that sophrosyne really is a “ knowledge of know- 
ledge,” and that such a knowledge is, (as we just said that it is 
not,) “knowing what we do know and what we do not,” would this 
supposed knowledge be of any value for the direction of life ? 
It is clear, of course, that if we had such a knowledge, and directed 
our actions by it, everything would be done “ scientifically ” (kutu 
ra? €7rio-r?7/Aa?, cVto-rTy/xoro)?). Our medical men, our soldiers, our 
sailors, all our craftsmen in fact, would be real experts ; lives would 
not be lost by the blunders of the incompetent physician or strategist 
or navigator, clothes would not be spoiled by the bungling of their 
makers ; we may even imagine that “ prophecy *’ might be made 
“ scientific,** and that we could thus have confident anticipations of 
the future, and, if you like, we may suppose ourselves equally 
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correctly informed about the past (a suggestion which curiously 
recalls Du Bois-Rcymond's fanciful picture of his omniscient 
demon ^). But we should be none the happier for all this know- 
ledge unless wc had something more which we have not yet men- 
tioned — knowledge of good. Without this we might know all about 
healing the sick, sailing the sea, winning battles, but we should not 
know when it is good that a sick man should recover, or that a 
vessel should come safe to port, or a battle be won. If our life is to 
be truly happy, it is this knowledge of our good which must take 
the direction of it; apart from that knowledge, we may be able to 
secure the succ(^ssful accomplishment of various results, but we 
cannot make sure that anything will be well and beneficially '' done. 
But sopJirosyne by our assumed definition is not this knowledge of 
good ; even when we waived all other difficulties about it, we still 
rctaiiu'd the thesis that it is a “ knowledge about knowledges," a 
“ science of sciences." Thus sophrosyne seems to fall between two 
stools ; it is not the knowledge of good which would really ensure 
happiness. It is not even a knowledge which will ensure that the 
practitioners of the various " arts " shall be experts and practise their 
callings with success ; for wc have just seiui that it is the specialist 
in each department and not the man who knows the " theory of 
knowledge " who is the hnal judge in his own department. Sophro- 
syne, if we accept the proposed definition of it, even with the most 
favourable interiirctation, thus seems to be of no practical value 
whatever (171 d-i 75a) . Y et t his conclusion is so extravagantly para- 
doxical that it clearly cannot be sound. We can only suppose that the 
fault is with ourselves ; our notions on the subject must be hopelessly 
confused. This is unfortunate, as it makes it impossible to employ 
the Thracian's reci})e for the cure of Charmides, but there is no help 
for it. (Of course, the real, as distinct from the dramatic, conclusion 
has already been reached in the suggestion that what is really needed 
for the direction of life is the knowledge of good, and that this know- 
ledge is something quite different from any of the recognized special 
“ sciences " or " arts." The purpose of the dialogue is to show that 
serious examination of the implications of the current conceptions 
of sophrosyne conducts us straight to the two famous Socratic "para- 
doxes" of tlie unity of virtue and its identity with knowledge of good.) 

The Laches. — The Laches, which we may now treat more briefly, 
aims at reaching these same results by starting with the current 
conceptions of the great fighting-man’s virtue — courage or valour 
or fortitude. As in the Charmides, the discussion is accompanied by 
an interesting introduction which enables us to refer it to a definite 
period in the life of Socrates. Lysimachus and Melesias, the un- 
distinguished sons of two of the greatest Athenians of the early fifth 
century, Aristides " the just " and Thucydides, the rival of Pericles, 
are both anxious that their own sons should rise to distinction, and 
therefore that they should receive the careful education which 

* Du Bois-Rcymond, Ueber die Grenzen des Naturerkennens^ 17 ff. ; Ward, 
Naturalism and Agnosticism, i. 40 ff. (ed. i). 
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their own parents were prevented by their ])re()Cciipation with 
pu])Iic affairs from bestowing on tiiems(‘Ives. 1 hoy have just wit- 
ness(‘cl a public exliibition given by one Stcsilaus, wlio professes to 
be able to teach the art and mystery of fighting in full armour, and 
have brought with them two of the most famous military men of 
the day, Laches and Nicias, in order tf) get their opinion on the 
advisability of putting the lads undcT such an instructor. 

Socrates also has been pn'sent at the display, and at the recom- 
mendation of Lach(!s, who witnessed and highly admired his 
presence of mind and courage in th(' disastrous retreat of the 
Athenian forces from Delium (424 B.C.). he is taken into consultation 
{Laches, iSoa-b). It now comes out that So|)hroniscus, the father 
of Socrat(\s. had been a lifelong friend of J.ysimachiis. and that 
Socrates hims(‘lf is a person of whom Lysiniachus has heard the boys 
speak as an obj(Tt of great interest to themselves and their young 
companions (tSor/ -6’). Laclu'S, as it com(‘s out later, knows nothing 
of him excx'pt his admirable Indiaviour on the field of Delium (i^Sc), 
but Nicias is perfectly familiar with him and his habit of turning 
e\’ery conversation into a searching examination of tin* stat(‘ of his 
interlocutor'.s soul (187^-18^/^). These allusions (Uiabh' us to dat(’ 
the su}4)Osed con\'ersafion pretty accurately. It falls after Di-lium 
in 424, but not long after, since it is assumed that Laches, who 
fell at Man tinea in 418, is still burdened by the cares of ])ubli(' 
office (187^?-/)). 'riie references to the comparative jx.verty of 
Socrates — it is not said to be more than comparative (i86c) — 
may remind us that Aristoj)hanes and Arnipsias both made this 
a prominent feature in their Imrlesques of him (the Clouds of 
Aristophanes and the Connus of Ami])sias), produced in 423. It 
points to the same general date that the two old men should be 
thinking of the sju'ciality of Stesilaus as the thing most desirable 
to be arejuirc'd by their s(;ns. Aftca* the })eace of Nicias, which 
was exj»ect(*d to put an end to the struggle between Athens and 
the Pelo])oiuiesian Confederation, it would not be likt'ly that 
fathers anxious to educate their sons well should think at once of 
as the most promising branch of education. We thus 
have to think of the conversation as occurring just about the time 
when Aristophanes produced his delightful caricature of vSocrates 
as a guide of youth ; Socrates is a man of rather under fifty ; 
Nicias and [.aches, as Plato is careful to remind us (iSit/), are ohler 
men, and Lysiniachus and Melcsias quite old and ‘ ‘ out of the world. ’ ’ ^ 

The two military experts, as it happens, are of different minds 

* The same approximate date is suggested by the allusion to the famous 
Dainonid« x or Damon, of Oca. Nicias expresses gratitude to Socrates for 
having procured an introduction to Ibimon for his son Niceratus. J. aches 
jirofesses to think Damon a mere spinner of words and phrases, but Nicias 
retorts that it is not for him to judge, since Ih^ has never even met the man 
(2006). The assumption is that Damon is living in retirement from society 
generally. Since he was one of the two “ sophists ” who “ educated ” I'ericles 
(Isocr. XV. 235), he must have been born, like his colleague Anaxagora*. about 
500 B.C., so that his advanced age will account for his seclusion 
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about the practical value of the proposed instruction in the conduct 
of spear and shield. Nicias, who is represented all through as the 
more intellectual of the two, is inclined to recommend it on the 
grounds tliat a .soldier needs to know how to handle his weapons, 
that he is likely to find skill of fence serviceable in actual fighting, 
that it may awaken in him an interc.st in other branches of the 
military art, such as strategy, finally that the training produces 
grace and agility and banishes awkwardness (181^-182^). Laches, 
a brave fighting-man with no intellectual capacity, takes a different 
view. He holds that the proof of the pudding is the eating of it."' 
There cannot be much in this technical skill, for we see that the 
Spartans, who ought to be the best judges of things military, set 
no store by its professors, and the professors themselves avoid 
Sparta like the plague. They reap their harvest from communities 
who, by their own admission, are backward in warfare. (This is an 
(‘xcellent little bit of dramatic characterization ; Laches is mentally 
too dull to s(‘e the obvious explanation that the professionals take 
their wares to the market where the need for them is likely to be 
most felt.) Besides, in actual warfare, the professional masters of 
fence never distinguish themselves.^ Laches remembers having 
seen this very professor make himself a laughing-stock by his clumsy 
handling of a comjdicated weapon of his own forging (182^-184^). 

In this disagreement of the experts, Socrates is now called upon 
to give the decisive opinion. But, as lie says, a question of this 
kind is not to be .settled by a majority of votes. The deciding voice 
should be left to the expert, the man who really knows, even if he 
were found to be in a minority of one. But who is the export to 
whom we ought to appeal in the present case ? Not the mere expert 
or connoisseur in o7rAo/>ia!^/a. The problem is recall y concerned with 
the “ tendance "" of the 3wmg people’s souls, and the expert to 
whom we must appeal is therefore the expert in “ tending ” his 
own soul, th(^ man who can achieve goodness ” in himself and, by 
his influence produce it in others (185^--^). Now, if a man really is 
an expert, he may take either of two ways of convincing us of his 
claims. If he lias learned his skill from others, he can tell us wlio 
his teachers were, and convince us that they wen' competent.- If 
he has picked it up for himself, as expert knowledge, is often picked 
up, he can point to its results, he can give us examples of persons 
who have been made better by his influence on them {iS 6 a-b). 
Socrates confesses himself to be no expert, but maliciously suggests 
that the case may be different with the two generals. They are 
richer than he, and may have been able to pay “ sophists ” for in- 
struction in the art of “ tending the soul ; they are older and more 
experienced, and so may have discovered the secret for themselves 

^ In the Republic Socrates him.scU is made to propose a training for his 
young men from which all specialism of this kind is expressly excluded 
{Rep. iii. 404a ff.). 

* We shall see the full significance of this when we come to examine the 
Protagoras. 
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{i86c). At any rate, they must be experts, or they could not 
pronoiinco on a question in which only the expert is competent 
with such confidence and readiness. (The insinuation, of course, is 
that, as we might expect from their disagreement, neither is a real 
expert ; both are talking about what tliey do not understand.) 

We may, however, contri\(‘ to avoid the demand for direct 
evidence that there is an expert among us. For if a man really 
knows what, e,g., good sight is, and how to produce it in a patient, h(' 
can tell us what sight is ; if he cannot, he is manifestly not a specialist 
in the treatment of the eye. So, in the present case, the man whose 
judgment we need is the expert in “goodness," which makes our 
souls better souls. If a man cannot even say what goodness is. it 
would be waste of time to take his advice on the kind of education 
which will produce it. d ims the original question whose judgment 
is authoritative in the problem of education may he replaced b\' the 
question who knows what goodness is. And this question may be. 
for convenience, further narrowed down. T'or our j)resent purpose, 
judging of the worth of the art of the professional teacher of skill 
with sliield and spear, it will be sufficient to consider only one 
“ part " of goodness— courage or valour. A comp(‘tent judge on 
the question whether the accomjdishment makes its possessor a 
better soldier must at least be able to say what courage is (189^^- 
190^!). We hav^e now got our ethical question fairly posed : Wdiat is 
it that we really mean to be talking about when we speak of (h'8/>cta — 
manliness, valour, courage — as one of the indisptuisable points of 
manhood ? Laches, the less thoughtful of the two professional 
soldiers, thinks that any man can answer so simple a question 
off-hand. “ A man who keeps his place in the ranks in the presence 
of the enemy, does his best to repel them, and never turns his back — 
there is a brave man for you " (iqof). Thus, just as in the Char- 
mides, we start with a proposed definition of an interior state of soul 
which confuses the state itself with one of its common and customary 
outward expressions. The further course of the discussion will 
reveal the double defectiveness of this formula. It is not even 
adequate as a description of the conduct of the fighting-man himself, 
and fighting is far from being tlie only business in life which demands 
the same qualities as those wo expect from the good soldier. As 
usual, Plato is anxious to insist upon the real identity of the spiritual 
state under the great apparent variety of its outward manifestations. 
To discover that other occupations than tho.se of warfare also call 
for the “ soldierly " virtuc^s is a long step towards discovering the 
essential unity of the ‘ virtues " themselves. 

Even Laches is ready to admit at once that a feigned withdrawal 
is a proper manoeuvre in warfare, as is shown by the practice of 
the Scythians, the pretended retreat by which the Lacedaemonians 
drew the Persians from their defences at Plataea, and other 
examples (iqia-c). He is even ready to allow that fighting is not the 
only situation in which courage may be shown. A man may show 
himself a brave man or a coward by the way he faces danger at sea, 
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poverty, disease, the risks of political life ; again, bravery and 
cowardice may be shown as much in resistance to the seductions 
of pleasure and the importunities of desire as in facing or shirking 
pain or danger, a consideration which, incidentally, shows the arti- 
ficial nature of the popular distinction between valour, the virtue of 
war, and sophrosyne, the virtue of peace and non-combatants 
(191^?-^). (It is this passage of the Laches which Aristotle has in 
view in the Ethics where he distinguishes valour in the primary " 
sense of the word from the very kind of conduct here called by the 
name.^ The disagreement, however, is a purely verbal one. Aris- 
totle does not mean to deny that the qualities in question are indis- 
pensable to the good life, nor that there is a close analogy between 
them and the quality of the soldier, which justifies a “ transference " 
of the name valour to them. He is concerned simply, in the interests 
of precise terminology, to insist that when we speak of ''putting up 
a good fight ” against disease, financial distress, temptation, and the 
like, we are using language which originally was appropriated to the 
actual " fighting " of actual soldiers, and Aristotle’s purpose in 
giving the series of character-sketches which make up this section 
of the Ethics requires that he shall describe the various “ virtues ” 
in the guise in which they are most immediately recognizable by 
popular thought.) 

Now that he sees the point. Laches replies very readily that 
there is a certain spirit or temper which is to be found universally 
in all the examples of courageous behaviour Socrates has produced. 
They are all cases in which a man “ pcTsists " in the face of opposi- 
tion or risk of some kind. Hence he proposes as the definition of 
courage that it is in all cases a certain Kuprefua, " persistence," 
'' endurance," '' sticking to one’s purpose " (192c). This definition 
clearly has some of the qualities of a good definition. WTien you 
speak of courage as a " persistence of soul," just as when we com- 
monly use the word " resolution " as a synonym for it, you are 
really trying to indicate the spirit which underlies all the manifold 
expressions of ihv quality. And it is, of course, true that persistence 
or resolution is a characteristic of courage ; the brave man is one 
who " sticks it out." But, as a definition, the formula is still too 
wid(*. All courage may be persistence, but all persistence is not 
courage. In the technical logical language which makes its appear- 
ance in Plato’s later dialogues, we need to know the " difference " ^ 
which discriminates persistence which is courage from persistence 
which is not. Since unwise persistence, mere obstinacy, is a bad and 
harmful thing, whereas we certainly mean by courage something 
we regard as eminently good, it looks as though we might remedy 
the defect of our formula by saying that '' wise persistence " 
((^poia/xo9 Kaprepia) is courage {i^2d). But the question now arises 
what wisdom we mean. A man may wisely calculate that by per- 
sisting in expenditure he will make a commercial profit, but we 
should hardly regard this as an example of courage. When a 

y E.N, iii. 6, 1115a 7 0 . * dia<f»opd, dia(f>op6rr)i (Theacfet. zoSd Q.). 
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physician persists in refusing the entreaties of his patient for food 
which he knows would be bad for the patient, we do not think the 
physician has shown any particular courage'. In warfare, we do 
not commend the courage of a force which '' holds out because it 
knows that it is superior in numbers and still has the stronger 
position and is certain of reinforcement. It is just the “ per- 
sistence " of an inferior force, with a worse position and no hope 
of relief, that impresses us as singularly courageous. So we tlunk 
more of the courage of the man who acquits himself well in thc' 
cavalry though is he an unskilled rider, or the man who makes a 
plucky dive into deep water though he is a poor swimmer, than we 
do of the persistence of tlu‘ man who acquits himself well bt'cause he 
has mastered these accomplishments, we think Monmouth's 

raw countrymen showed great courage at Sedgt'inoor in putting u]) 
a fight against the Household trooj^s ; we do not commend th(‘ 
courage of thc Household troops because they “ held out " against 
a crowd of peasants.) 'I'his looks as if. aft(T all, it is “ unwise " 
persistence [lufipm' Kaf>r€fn/(n.%) rather than " wist' " which is tlu' tnu* 
courage. We have plainly not found the right formula yt't, and shall 
liave to call on ourselves for the very quality of which we have been 
speaking, “ persistence " in the inquiry, if wc are to approve our- 
selves “ courageous " thinkt'rs (I92c-Tq4fl). We must not miss the 
point of this ditficulty. Socrates does not seriously mean to suggest 
that “ unwise " resolution or persistence is courage. His real object 
is to distinguish the “ wisdom " meant by the true statement that 
courage is “ wise resolution " from specialist knowledge which 
makes the taking of a risk less hazardous. Thc effect of specialist 
knowledge of this kind is, in fact, to make the supposed risk unreal. 
The man whom we admire because we suppose him to be rightly 
taking a great risk is, in reality, as he himself knows, taking little or 
no risk. Our belief in his courage* is based on an illusion which he 
does not sliaro. But it is true tliat we do not regard thc “ unwise " 
persistency of thc man who takes foolish " risks as true courage. 
What we really mean is that the brave man faces a great risk, being 
alive to its magnitude, but faces it because he rightly judgt's that 
it is good to do so. The. “ wisdom " he shows is right judgment of 
good and evil, and this is what Socrates means to suggest. 

At this point Nicias comes into the discussion. He has “ often " 
heard Socrates say that a man is “ good ’* at the things he “ knows " 
{(l 7 r€p ao(fi(U, 194^) and “bad “ at the things he docs not know (d d/iaOj ^) . 
If this is true, as Nicias believes it to be, courage, since it is always 
a good quality or activity, will be a (ro^ta or iTnarry/rij, a knowledge 
of some kind. It is clearly not the same thing as any form of 
specialist technical knowledge, for the reasons we have already 
considered. But it may wxdl be that it is “ the knowledge of what 
is formidable and what is not “ (y rwr Biivwv Kdl Oappakiwv i 7 n(rryp.T]^ 
194^) ; i.e. the truly brave man may be the man who knows, in all the 
situations of life, what is and what is not a proper object of fear. 
This suggestion is plainly a step in thc right direction, as it in- 
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corporates the important distinction between specialist knowledge 
and the kind of knowledge which might conceivably be the same 
thing as virtue, the distinction which would be made, in the fashion- 
able terminology of our own day, between knowledge of facts and 
knowledge of values. Laches, however, who is in a bad temper from 
his own recent rebuff, treats the theory as a oktc piece of mystifica- 
tion, and can hardly be brought to express his objections to it in 
decently civil language. A physician or a farmer knows the dangers 
to which his patients or his cattle are exposed, but such knowledge 
does not constitute courage The objection shows that 

Laches has missed the whole point of the definition, as Nicias goes 
on to observe, 'fhe physician may know that a patient will die or 
will recover ; he does not know whether death or recovery is the 
really formidable thing for the patient. It may be that it is 
recovery which would in some cases be the “ dn^adful thing, but 
medical science cannot tell us which these cases are ; {e.g. a man might 
use his restored health in a way which would bring him to public 
disgrace worse than death, and, of course, his medical man cannot 
learn from the study of medicine whether tliis will happen or not ^). 
Even the “ seer " can only predict that a man will or will not die, 
or lose his money, tiiat a battle will be won or lost ; his art cannot 
tell him which event will be better for the man or the State (jgse- 
196a). d his is, of course, exactly the rej)ly which might be made 
to Laches’ criticism from the Socratic standpoint. But it still leaves 
something to be said which Socrates is anxious to say. In the 
first place, if courage is knowledge of some kind, we must deny that 
any mere animal can be brave. In fact, the truly brave will be a 
small minority even among men. Must we say, then, that there is 
no difference in courage bedween a lion and a deer, a bull and a 
monkey ? Laches thinks the suggestion a sufficient refutation of 
what he regards as the sophisticated nonsense of Nicias, but, as 
Nicias observes, its edge is turned if we distinguish between natural 
high temper and fearlessness (to a ^ of ^ ov ) and genuine courage 
(to aySpelov, jqGd-igyc). So far Nicias is simply insisting on what we 
shall see from the Phaedo and Republic to be the Socratic view.* 
Native fearlessness is a valuabk* endowment, but it is only in a 
human being that it can serve as a basis for the development of the 
loyalty to principle we call courage, and it is only in “ philosophers " 
that this transformation of mere “ pluck ” into true valiancy is 
complete. But there is a further difficulty which Nicias has left 
out of account. By a “ formidable thing " or “ thing to be feared " 
we mean a future or imp(’nding evil. Now there is no science of 
future good and evil distinct from the science of good and evil 

^ So in Dickens’s Great Expectations it is better for ” the returned convict 
that he dies in the prison hospital, since, if he had recovered, he would have 
been sent to the gallows for returning from transportation. The hero is glad 
to hear on each inquiry that the patient is “ worse." 

* The distinction is more obviou.s to a Greek than to ourselves, since the 
vox propria for " brave " is " manly," and to call a brute “ manly" 

is felt to be at least a straining of language. 
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simplicilcr, just as there is no special science of ''future health and 
disease " or of "future victory and defeat/’ There is simply the 
science of medicine or of strategy, and these sciences apply 
indifferently to past, present, and future. So our definition, if we 
are to retain it, must be amended ; we must say that courage is 
knowledge of good and evil,” without any further qualification 
(198^^-199^^). But as now amended our formula covers not merely a 
part but the whole of goodness. If it is a definition at all, it is the 
definition of ” goodness,” not of one of several different varieties or 
departments of ” goodness ” (199^^). Yet it is commonly held 
that courage is not the whole of ” goodness ” ; a good man needs 
to display other virtues, such as “justice” and sophrosyne. It 
appears then that, aft(T all, we have not answered the question what 
courage is. So far from being competent to choose masters for the 
education of the boys, we all need to go to school ourselves, if only 
we could find a teacher (201a). 

Thus the dialogue has led us to the same result as the Charmides. 
If we try to explain what any one great typical moral virtue is, we 
find ourselves driven on to define it as “ the knowledge of what is 
good.” Every virtue thus seems on examination to cover the whole 
field of the conduct of life, and none can be in principle distinguished 
from any other. Yet it is commonly thought, and we shall see in 
dealing with the Republic that there arc facts of expedience which 
strongly support the view, that the different virtues are so really 
distinct that a man may be eminent for one and yet no less eminent 
for the lack of another, (as the typical soldier is commonly thought 
to be at once braver and more liceuitious than the ordinary peaceable 
civilian). We are forced by our intellect to accept the Socratic 
“ paradox ” of the unity of virtue, but we have to explain how the 
“ paradox ” is to be reconciled with the facts upon which popular 
moral psychology is based. How the reconciliation is effected we 
shall be able to say when we have studied the Protagoras, Phaedo, 
and Republic. The all-important point, on which too many inter- 
preters went wrong in the nineteenth century, is to understand that, 
to the end of his life, Plato never wavered in his adherence to the 
“ paradox ” itself. 

Lysis. — The dialogue is linked with the Charmides by its setting, 
which presents another charming picture of the manner of Socrates 
with promising boys ; some of the problems of moral psychology it 
suggests point forward to one of the supreme achievements of 
Plato’s literary prime, the Symposium. It is specially interesting 
as the unnamed source from which Aristotle derives most of the 
questions discussed in a more systematic way in the lectures which 
make up the eighth and ninth books of the Ricomachean Ethics. 
(The extensive use of the Lysis in these books of itself disposes of the 
misguided attack made on its authenticity by some nineteenth- 
century scholars.) 

The subject of the discussion is Friendship, a topic which plays 
a much more prominent part in ancient than in modern ethica^l 
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literature, for easily assignable reasons. It is quite untrue to say 
that the Greeks “ had no family life,” but it is true that owing to 
the neglect of the education of their women, the family tended to 
be more a close ” business partnership ” than a centre of intellectual 
interests and spiritual emotions. Again, though conjugal affection 
could be a real thing in the Hellenic world, for the same reasons, 
romantic love between the sexes had little scope for the moralizing 
and spiritualizing effects we are accustomed to ascribe to it. 
” Passion ” was relatively more prominent, ” affection ” much more 
secondary, in the sexual life of Perick'an Atlnms than in that of any 
community which has been stamped by ('hristian traditions. In 
the (ireek literature of the great period, Eros is a god to be dreaded 
for the havoc he makes of human life, not to be courted for the 
blessings ht‘ bestows ; a tiger, not a kitten to sport with.^ Love, as 
known to the classical writers, is a passion for taking, not for giving. 
Hence in life, as seen from the Hellenic point of view, there are just 
two outlets for the spirit of eager unselfish devotion. It can show 
its(df in a high impersonal form, as absolute devotion to the city ” 
which is the common mother of all the citizens. For the man who, 
like most of us, needs a personal object of flesh and blood for pas- 
sionate affection and self-sacrifice, there is the lifelong friend of 
his own sex, whos(‘ good is to him as his oimi. This is why, in 
Aristotle’s Ethics, an elaborate study of friendship immediately pre- 
cedes the culminating picture of the “speculative life,” in wEich 
man puts off the last vestiges of his human individuality to lose 
himself in the contemplation of God. We may suspect that those 
who condemn the tone of Greek ethics as “ self-centred ’’have usually 
“ skipped ” these books in their reading of the Ethics, and forgotten 
that they are only the remains of what was once a vast literature. ^ 

Plato’s interest in the Lysis is partly a psychological one. He 
is fascinated by the mystery of the attraction which can draw two 
human beings so close, that each is to the other as dear or dearer 
than himself, as modern philosophers have been by the mystery 
of the attraction of a particular woman for a particular man. What 
does A sec in B rather than in C, to account for this attraction ? 
But he has also a more specifically ethical purpose, as will appear 
from an analysis of his argument. As usual, we shall find the 
fundamental conceptions of the Socratic morality, the doctrine 

^ Cf. Bevan. Hellenism and Christianity, 93-94- 

^ Tliere are linguistic difficulties about any precise reproduction of the 
argument of the Lysis in English, can only be rendered " to love," 

i.e. with the love of affection (not that of sexual desire). But for 0iXos, used 
as a substantive, we have to say " friend," while the adjective has to be 
rendered in various ways. If we said regularly either " friendly " or " dear." 
we should obscure the reasoning, since " friendly " means definitely " a person 
feeling affection," and " dear "a " person towards whom affection is felt." 
Either rendering would make non.scnse of the question, whether our 4>l\oi are 
those whom we " love " or those who " love us." Further, when the adjective 
is used about things, like wine and the like, we cannot render it by either. 
We have to say that a man " likes " wine or horses. This must be my apology 
for the shifts to which I have been driven. 
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of the “ tendance *’ of the soul and the dependence of happiness 
upon knowledge of good, emerging from the paradoxes in wliich the 
discussion appears to entangle itself. 

The introduction of the dialogue closely resembles that of the 
Charmides. Socrates is taking a walk outside the city wall from 
the suburb of the Acadtany on the N.W. to tlie Lyceum on tin* 
E., when he is accost(‘d by some of his young friends and drawn 
into a palaestra to make the acquaintance of Lvsis, a beautiful and 
modest boy passionately admired by Hippothales, one of the elder 
lads. Hippothales, in fact, as the others complain, makes a nuisance 
of himself by inilicting on them endless bad poems, in which he 
belauds the antiquity, wealtli, and s])lendid renown of the family of 
Lysis. Socrates good-naturedly banttTs Hippothales on the mal- 
adroitness of attemj)ting to make a “conquest “ by i]attiTi(‘s which 
would be more likely to spoil the recipient, by making him arrogant, 
conceited, and domincx'ring, and is then invited to enter the palaestra 
and give a practical examjde of the kind of conversation really 
appropriate to a “ lover “ [Lysis, 2o3t^ -oji ). 

(The tone which Socrates adopts in his convausation with f-ysis 
discloses cjuietly but unmistakably the difference btdwc'en his own 
conception of a romantic attachment and that of his fashionable 
young companions. The tacit presupposition is that the “ true 
iover’s” desire is for the real felicity of the beloved; his passion is 
thus an entirely pure and disinterested thing, a form of “ affec- 
tion,'’ not of selfish lust ; and this, no doubt, is why Socrat(‘s can open 
the argument by examples drawn from wise parental affection.^) 

Lysis has parents who love him (knirly. Since they love him so 
well they are, of course, anxious for his “ hapjnness.” Now a man 
cannot be happy if he is not his own master and cannot “ do what 
he desires.” “ have his own way.” Yet the very parents who are 
so devoted to the boy's hapjnncss will hardly let him have his own 
way about anything. He is not allowed to drive his father's 
horses or mules, tliough a hired coachman or a groom who is a slave 
is allowed to do as h(i thinks good with them. He is even made to 
go to school under the conduct of a paedagogus and, though the 
man is a slave, has to do what he tells him. W'hcn he comes back 
trorn school, he may not do as he pleases with his mother’s wools and 
implements for spinning and weaving ; he would even be whij)ped 
if he meddled with tliein. This does not look like being hapny or 
being one's own master (207^ -209a). 

Lysis gives the boyish exf)lanation that he is not yet old enough 
to meddle with such matters. But the real reason cannot be one of 
age. 1 luTe are things in which he is allowed to have his own way. 
When his parents want him to read aloud, to write or to sing, he is 
allowed to have his own way about the order in which he reads or 

* 7 lie brutal selfishness of the fashinnable ipaerTr)^ is the theme of Soerati's 
homily in the Phaecirt(<;, on the text " tliat one’s favours shoulrl not be ^^ranted 
to a * lover.' " Cf. the proverb quoted at the end of the homily, that this sort 
of “ love " Ls the ‘ love of the wolf for the lamb " (Fhaedrus, 2^8c-2/^id). 
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writes words and about tuning the strings of his instrument, because 
these are tilings whicli he knows how to do. Any man, or any body 
of men, will be ready to let us manage any kind ot business at our 
own discretion, if only it is believed that we know how to do it 
better than anyone else. When you know how to handle an 
affair, every one will trust you to handle it ; no one will interfere 
with your action if he can help it ; the affair will really be your 
affair and you will be free in dealing with it. But our best friends 
will be the first persons to check us from having our own way in 
matters we do not understand ; they will not be our affair, and we 
shall be “ under the control of others,** not our own masters *’ in 
handling them {20()a~2ioh) . The reason is that we are “unprofit- 
able," “ useless ** (arw<^€A.€r<;), in matters we^ do not understand. 
But we cannot expect anyone to “ love ** us for our “ uselessness.** 
If we are “ wise," everybody will be our friend, because we shall 
be “ good and useful ** ; if we are not, even our parents and relatives 
will not be our friends. Thus the sample conversation is made to 
lead up to the point that to be happy and to be free is the same 
thing as to have true knowledge. Socrates adds, with a sportive 
play on words, that it is absurd, fuya <j>povtiv, “ to have a high mind,’* 
to be conceited, about matters we do not know, and where, there- 
fore, we haven’t a “ mind " of our own at all {Iv oU rt? fiy-n-w (^poi/d). 
This is, of course, directed against the vanity of the pride of family 
which wc W(Te told Hippothales encouraged in Lysis [2iob-d), 

Some by-play follows here, and when the argument is resumed 
it is with a different interlocutor. This is a device for calling our 
attention to the fact tliat the main issues of the dialogue liaA^e not 
yet been raisc;d ; they are to be looked for, not in the examj)le of the 
right way of conversing with an but in the apparently more 

desultory talk which is to follow. Socrates remarks that though he 
has always thought a good friend the most precious possession a 
man can have, he himself does not so much as understand how a 
friend is acquired. Young people who have had the good fortune 
to form a passionate friendsliip in their earliest days could, no doubt, 
t'nlighten him out of their experience. In this way we make the 
transition to the main problem of the dialogue, the question: 
What is the foundation of the personal attraction of one man for 
another ? 

“ If one man loves another, which is the friend of the other — the 
lover of the loved, or the loved of the lover, or does this make no 
difference ? " I.e,, where there is a one-sided affection of A for B, 

does this entitle us to say that A and B are “ friends *' ? If not, 
does it entitle us to call one of them a “ friend," and, if so, which is 
the friend ? Are my friends the persons who love me or the persons 
whom I love ? The difficulty lies in the existence of unrequited 
affection. A may be strongly attracted to B, while B is indilTercnt to 
A, or even repelled by him. Can we talk of friendship in cases of 
this kind ? Or should we say that there is not friendship unless 
the attraction is reciprocal ? It seems most reasonable to hold that 
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the relation of friendship only exists when there is this reciprocal 
affection. In that case nothing is (t>L\ov to you unless it “ loves 
you back.*' To a Greek this creates a linguistic difficulty. When 
he wishes to say that a man is fond of " anything — wine, for 
example, or wisdom — he has to form a compound adjective with 
<I>l\() for its first component, <^tA.oiro9, </>tAo(ro(^os, or the like, much 
as when a German wishes to say that he is fond of animals he has 
to call himself a Tierfreund, Language thus seems to be against 
the view just sugg('sted, but there are iindeniabh' facts on its side ; 
very young children may feel no love tli(‘ir |)arents, and may 
feel actual hate *’ when they get a whipping, but the parent, even 
when he punishes the child, is its “ best friend." 'fliis suggests 
that it is being loved that makes a friend. If you love me, 1 am 
your fri(?nd, whether 1 love you or not (2i2h~2'i j^a). 

But a difficulty arises when we rememlxT that, by parity of 
reasoning, it should follow that it is heint^ hated which makes a man 
an enemy : (if you hate me, I am your en(‘m3^ thong! i my heart 
may be full of notliing but goodwill to you, or though 1 may not 
know of your existence), 'fins leads to the paradox that when A 
feels love to B, but B hates A, A is being hat(‘d by a friend and B 
loved by an enemy, and thus the same couple may be said to be at 
once friends and enemies, a contradiction in terms (21 3/^). 

If we revise? our vi(‘w and say that it is not being loved but loving 
that makes a friend, so that he who loves me is my friend, whatever 
my attitude to him may be, the same paradox ('qually follows, 
since I may love a person who cannot abide me. Since we began 
by setting aside the view that reciprocal affection is necessary 
for friendship, we seem thus to have exhausted all the possibilities, 
and to have shown that there is no such relation as friendship 
(213c). 

The absurdity of this shows that we must have made a false 
start. We must go over the ground again, and we may take a hint 
from the poets, who talk of friendships as " made in heaven.’ 
God, they say, " draws like to its like." The scientific men who 
write cosmologies also make use of this principle of " like to like ’ 
to account for the distribution of bodies in the universe. Perhaps 
this may be the secret of friendship ; the drawing of A io B may 
be one case of a great universal principle which underlies the struc- 
ture of the universe. Yet, on closer examination, we see that 
unfortunately, so far as the relations of men are concerned, the 
principle of " like to like " cannot be, at best, more than half the 
truth. Bad men are not made friends by being " drawn together." 
The more closely they are drawn together, the more each tries to 
exploit the other, and the more hostile they become. Perhaps the 
poets knew this, and really meant to say that a bad man, being 
without principle, is an unstable and chameleon-like being. He is 
a " shifty " fellow, who is perpetually " unlike " and at variance 
with himself, and a fortiori unlike and at variance with every one 
else. Hence the poets perhaps meant to hint that only men of 
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principle, the good, are really like one another, and that friend- 
ship can only exist between the good (213^^-214^). 

Yet, when we come to think of it, there is a worse difficulty to 
be faced. If one thing can act on another and influence it in any 
way, can the two be exactly alike ? Must there not be some un- 
likeness, if there is to be any interaction ? And if one party is 
wholly unaffected by the other, how can the one “ care for ” {ayaTrav) 
the other ? What '' comfort (imKorpLa) can the one bring to the 
other ? And how can you feel friendship for that which you do not 
care for ? If good men are frituids, the reason must be in their good- 
ness, not in their “ likeness " (i.e. they must be good in different 
ways, so that their respective goodnesses supplement each other, 
2 1 4c~2 1 5rt) . And this, again, seems impossible. For the good man is 
‘ sufficient for himself ” in proportion as he is good, lie therefore 
feels no need of anything but himself. But he who feels no need 
does not ‘‘ care for anything, and he who does not care for a thing 
can have no affection for it. By this account there can be no friend- 
ships between the good ; being “self-sufficient," they will not miss 
one another in absence or have any occasion for one another's offices 
when they are together. On w'hat ground, then, should they “ set 
a value " on one another (215^1-0.^ 

Again we have gone off on a false track. Socrates once heard 
some one say that likeness is the source of the keenest rivalry and 
opposition, but extreme unlikeness the source of friendship. There 
is poetic authority for this in the Hesiodic saying about “ two of 
a trade," and, in fact, we see that it is so. The rich and the poor, 
the feeble and the strong, the ailing man and the phy.sician, are 
brought into friendly as.sociation precisely because they are unlike ; 
each needs the services of the other {e,g. the ricli man needs in- 
dustrious and honest servants, the poor need an employer who 
has wherewithal to pay for their industry ; the sick man needs the 
physician’s skill, the physician needs the fee for it). In fact, said 
this speaker, the attraction of unlikes is the key to cosmology. ^ 
Everything in nature needs to be tempered by its opposite : the 

* Obvioii.sly we are here raising a question of vast significance. In its 
extreme form it is the qut‘stion whether there can be. as Christianity assumes, 
a love of God for the sinner, or indeed whether God can love anything but 
Hiin.sclf. Socrates is raising a difficulty, but not solving it. It is true that 
the better a man is, the less does the nnnoval of friends, by accident or estrange- 
ment or death, wreck his life. In that sense the good man is “ sufficient to 
himself." 

*Note the way in which it is assumed throughout the dialogue that 
Socrates is quite familiar with the theories of the cosmologists, aud that his 
young friends will recognize allusions to them. This is strictly iu keeping 
with the standing assumption of the Clouds as well as with the autobiographical 
section of the Phaedo. 'I'he conception of 0tXfa in particular as " attraction 
of unlike for unlike " comes from Empedocles and the Sicilian medicine which 
goes back to him ; the thought that one opposite is the rpotpr}, " food " or 
'* fuel," of the other is that of Heraclitus. Heracliteanism was actually repre- 
sented at Athens in the time of the Archidamian war by Oatyliis; from the 
speech of Eryximachus in the Symposium we see tliat the Sicilian medical 
ideas were at home there also. 
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hot by the cold, the dry by the moist, and so on, for everything is 
“ fed by its opposite — the familiar doctrine of Heraclitus. Ihus 
it would be tempting to say tliat friendship is a case of attraction 
between opposites. Yet if we say that, wc shall at once fall an 
easy prey to those clever men, the avTikoyiKoi, who love to make a 
man contradict himself. For they will say that hatred and love 
are a pair of extreme opposites, and so arc “ tem})erance ’* and 
profligacy, or good and evil. Our principle would tlius require us 
to believe that a man will generally be most attracted to the very 
persons who detest him, that a remarkably temperate man will 
make his bosom friend of a notorious profligate, and the like. But 
manifestly these statements are not true. So once more we have 
come to no result. Neither simple “ likeness ” nor sirn]^le “ iinlikt 
ness can be the secret of the attraction between friends (2 13^-21 Or).* 
We may attempt a more subtle explanation. Perhaps the truth 
is that in friendship one party is good, the other neither good nor 
bad,*' the only alternative of which we havt* yet tak('n no account. 
(The suggestion is that the relation is regularly one l)etween the 
possessor of some excellence and some one who asj/in s to tlie 
excellence but has not yet attained it. I'lie friend to whom we are 
drawn is what we sliould like to become.) We may illustrate by a 
simple example from medicine. Health is a good thing, disease a 
bad thing ; the human body may be said to be neutral, because it 
is capable of both. Now no one cares about the doctor, so long as 
he is well. But when he is afraid of being ill, he welcomes the doctor. 
He does this not when he is at his last gasp, but before, when he 
apprehends illness, i.e. when he is neither in full health iKjr beyond 
help. W'e may say that this is a case in which “ that which is 
neither good nor bad becomes friendly to that which is good because 
of the presence of what is evil '' (217/;)- And here we must make a 
careful distinction. Some things are such as to be themselves 
such as that which is present to them, others are not ” (21 7c). Thus 
if the golden locks of a boy are daubed with white paint, “ white- 
ness " is present to them, but they are not themselves white 
(since, of course, the paint can be w'ashed off). But when the boy 
has become an old man, “ whiteness will be “ j)resent to his 
hair in a different sense ; his hair will i/self be white. (The only 
object of these remarks is to warn us against su[)posing that when 
Socrates speaks of the “ presence " of what is evil to w'hat is “ neither 
good nor bad,'’ he is using llu' term in tla^ sense in whicli it is 
employed when we explain the possession of a predicate by a thing 
by saying that the corresponding form is “present ’’ to the thing. 
In this sense Trapowta, “presence “ of the form, is an equivalent for 
the “ participation “ of a thing in the form, as we see from 
the free use of both expressions in the Phacdo.^ It is assumed that 

^ I.e. it is not true either that any and every “ likeness," nor yet that every 
and any " unlikeness," can be the foundation of friendship. 

* Cf. Phaedo. loof/, where Socrates .says that we may call the relation of 
form to sensible thing irapovala or KoivtauLa or " whatever you please " (eirc 6irQ 
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the tecimical language of the theory of forms is so familiar a thing 
that Socrates needs to warn the lads not to be misled by it : an 
odd representation if the whole theory had been invented by Plato 
after Socrates' deatli.) 

The theory, then, works out thus. So long as a thing is not yet 
itself evil, the presence of evil makes it desire the corresponding 
good ; when the thing itself has become evil, it has lost both desire 
and alfcction for good. This explains why neither those who are 
already wise, like the gods, nor those who are simply ignorant are 
“ lovers of wisdom ” (</>tA.orrf)</>ot). “ Philosophers/’ as wc are also 

told by Diotima in the Symposium, are between the two extremes- 
on the way to wisdom, but only on the way. They are aware of 
their ignorance and anxious to get rid of it. The theory naturally 
appeals to the lads, since a boy’s enthusiastic devotions are regularly 
attachments of this kind to some one older than himself whom he 
admires and wants to grow like (2 t6c-2i86). 

Still, on reflection Socrates finds a fatal flaw in this atti active 
solution of his problem. If we revert to our illustration, we observe 
that the patient is attached to his physician “ because of something ” 
and “ for the sake of something.” He values the doctor hcccAise he 
is afraid of illness and for the sake of health, and of these disease is 
bad and ” hateful ” to him, health is dear or welcome and 

good. Thus, if we generalize the principle, w'e must state it more 
exactly than we did at first. We must say, ” That which is neither 
good nor bad is friendly to that which is good because of that which is 
bad and hateful, and for the sake of that which is good and welcome.” 
Now, passing by all merely verbal points to which exception might 
be taken, this statement implies that whatever is dear, or welcome, 
or friendly (c/)tA(»r) to us, is welcome as a means to something else, 
just as the physician’s skill is welcome as a means to keeping or 
recovering heaUli. But health itself is surely also welcome 
Are we to say that it too is only welcome as a means to something ? 
Even if we say this, sooner or later we are bound to come upon 
sometliing which is dear to us sim{)ly on its own account, and is 
that for the sake of which all other dear ” things are dear. A 
father whose son has swallowed hemlock will be eager to put his 
hand on a jar of wine. But he only cares for the jar because it 
holds the wine, and he only cares about the wine because it will 
counteract the poison. It is his son, not a sample of Attic pottery 
or of a particular vintage, about whom he is reall}' concerned. So 
long as a thing or person is only ” dear ” to us for the sake of 
something else, it is only a fai;on de parley to call it ” dear. ” What is 
really ” dear ” to us is ” just that upon which all our so-called 
affections terminate ” {iKUV'o alrv ch O Trmnn arrat (11 Ac'y<>/Itia< 
T€\eiyrQ)LTiv, 22oh). (Tlius the question about the secret sources 

8}) Kal ^irwsf" Trpoay€i‘oiJ.t:i'-i]). Pisewhere in the dialogue the form is said to 
“ occupy” {Kar^x^iv, a nulitary metaphor) the thing, the thing to " receive ” 
i6tx((T0a\, again a military metaphor) or to “ partake in " the 

form 
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of affection has brought us face to face with the conception 
of the mmmiim honuni, which is the source of all secondary and 
derivative goodness, 2 iSb- 22 ob,) 

We have thus eliminated from our last statement the clause 
“for the sake of that which is good and welconK'/' Will tlu* rest 
of the formula stand criticism ? Is it triK' that wliat wt* “ care- for ” 
is “good" and that we care for it “ l)ecaus(‘ of " (to esca])e from) 
evil ? If the second of these statements is sound, it should follow 
that in a world where there were no evils, we should no longer care 
about anything good, any more than we should value medicine in a 
world where there was no disease. If this is so, then our attitude 
to the supreme object of all our aftecticais is unique. We care 
about the secondary objects of affection “ for the sake of something 
welcome to us " i.e. because they are mc^ans to this priinarx' 

object; but we must say of the primary obj(‘Ct of all allection itself 
that we care for it “for the sake of th(' unwelconK* " if 

we should really value it no longiT in a w(.»rld wht re there wcTe no 
evils. Perhaps the qiK'stion, as we })ut it, is a foolish one, for who 
can tell what might or might not hapjx-n in such a world ? But 
our experience of the world we live in teaches us as mucli as tliis. 
To feel hungry is sometimes good f(.)r us, sometimes harmful. 
Suppose we could eliminate all the circumstances in which being 
hungry is harmful, hunger would still exist, and so long as hunger 
existed we should “care for" the food which satisfies it. (liven 
in a socialist Utopia where every one was sure* of sufheit nt food, 
and every one too healthy and virtuous to be greedy, men would 
still have “ wholesome appetite " and care about their dinncTs.) 
This is enough to dispose of the theory that we only care about good 
as an escape from evil (22ob-22ic). 

Thus our formula seems to have gone comjiletely by the board, 
and the course of the argument has suggested a iU‘W om‘. It st'cms 
now that the cause of all attachment {ffaXta) is desire (cVt^^iV/m), 
and that we must say “ what a man desires is (b ar to Jiini and iclie^i 
he is desiring it." (Thus we arrive at a purely relative definition 
of TO probably intentionally modelled on the famous relativist 
doctrine of Protagoras that “ what a man thinks true is true — for 
him, and so long as he thinks it so.") W'e may procec'd to develop 
this thought a little farther. A creature which df‘sires regularly 
desires that of which it is “deficient " (u^^eA). So we may say 
that “ the deficient " (to cV^ce?) is “ attached " (0tAf)r) to that 
of which it is “ deficient." And deficiency m(;ans being “ dt'prived " 
of something. (The “ deficient " cn-ature is “ defective " ; it is 
without something it must have in order to be fully itself.) 
“ Passion " friendship, desire, then, arc all felt for something 

which “ belongs to one’s self " (to olKelov), Friends or lovers, 
thus, if they really are what they profess to be, are oIkuol to one 
another ; they “ belong to ’’ one another; each is, as we might say, 
a “ part of the other "in “ soul, or temper or body " (kutA to tt;? 
ij/vx^js 71 TfjuTTovfi 7j ci^os). A tiling foT wliicli we feel affection 



MINOR SOCRATIC DIALOGUES 78 

is then something (jivarti oIk€lov to ourselves, “our very own.” It 
follows that since each party to the affection is thus “ the very 
own ” of the other party, affection must be reciprocal, and Socrates 
is careful to apply this lesson by adding that “ a genuine lover ” 
must be one who has his love reciprocated. (This is plainly in- 
tended as a comment on the current perversions of ” romantic ” 
passion. Reciprocated affection was the last thing the pervert 
could expect from his Trai^LKa, a point of which we shall hear more 
in the Phaedrns. The fashionable it is meant, is not 

worthy of the name* of a lover at all (221^^-222^).) 

Formally the dialogue has ended in a circle, or seems to have 
done so. If to alKiiov, ” what belongs to one's self,” is also to o/xotor, 
” what is like ” one’s self, we have contradicted our earlier con- 
clusion that friendship is not based on ” likeness.” If we try to 
escape from tiie contradiction by distinguishing between to oUtiov 
and TO ofjLoioi', it is attractive to say that all good things are otVeta 
to one anotluT (in virtue of their common goodness), all bad things 
oiKcia in virtue of their badness, and all ” neutral ” things again 
oiVcta. But tliis would contradict our decision that friendship is 
impossible between tlie bad. Or if we identify to oIkcIov, what is 
one’s own, with to dyo^/dr, one’s good, we should have to say that 
friendship is only possible between two men who a.re both good, 
and this again would contradict another of our results (222b-~e), 

In ending in this apparently hopeless result, the Lysis resembles 
a much more famous dialogue, the Parmenides, In neither case 
need we sui)posc that Plato’s real intention is to leave us merely 
befogged. 1 he way in which the thought that what is most near 
and intimate to each of us (to otKctor) is the good is kept back to 
the very cud of the conversation suggests that this — that man as 
such has such a “ natural good,” and that it is the one thing worth 
caring for in life— is the thought he means the discussion to leave 
in our minds. If we go back to the various proposed explanations 
of the secret of friendship with this thought in our minds, it may 
occur to us that they do not, after all. formally contradict one 
another, d he common bond between the parties to associations 
wliich are all correctly called ” friendships ” may be different in 
different cases. Or rather, the bond between the “ friends ” may 
in every case be association in the pursuit of some ” good,” but 
goods are of very different levels of value, and “ friendships ” may 
exhibit the same variety of levels. Thus it may be that the full 
and perfect type of friendship can only be based on common pursuit 
of the true supreme good, and in that case friendship in the fullest 
sense will only be possible between “ the good.” Yet there may 
be associations between men founded on the common pursuit of 
some good inferior to the highest {e,g. the common pursuit of the 
“ business advantage ” of both parties, or the common pursuit of 
amusement or recreation). These would be ” friendships ” but of 
a lower type, and it may quite well be the casje, e,g., that a good man 
and a bad one. or even two bad men may be associated in this 
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inferior sort of “ friendship.” Such, at least, are the lines on which 
Aristotle in the Ethics develops a theory of friendship in which all 
the conflicting points of view of our dialogue are taken up, and each 
is found to have its relative justification. 


See further : 

Ritter, C. — Platon^ i. 284-207 {Laches), 343-359 {Charmides), 
497-504 {Lysis). 

Raeder, U.--“ Platons l^hilosophische Entwichelung, 95-99 {Laches 
Charmides), 153-15^8 (Lysis). 

Stock, St. George. — Friendship [Gycck and Ponian) 111 L.ILE, 
vol. vi. 



CHAPTER V 


MINOR SOCRATIC DIALOGUES: CRATYLUS, 
EITIIYDEMUS 

B oth the dialogues to be considered in this chapter have 
something of the character of “occasional works/' Both 
are strongly marked by a broad farcical humour, which is 
apparently rather Socratic than Platonic ; we meet it again, e.g., 
in the comic fury of the satire in some parts of the Republic, but it 
is quite unlike the grave and gentle m.alice of such wx)rks as the 
Parmenides and Soph isles. The mirth, especially in the Euthydemus, 
has something of the rollicking extravagance of Aristophanes, and, 
according to the Symposium, tliere really was a side to Socrates 
which made him congenial company for the great comic poet. 
(Both men could relish wild fun, and both could enjoy a laugh at 
themselves.) In neither of our two dialogues is the professed main 
purpose directly ethical, though the Socratic convictions about the 
conduct of life incidentally receive an impressive exposition in 
the Euthydemus. It seems impossible to say anything more precise 
about the date of composition of either than that stylistic con- 
siderations show that both must be earlier than the great dramatic 
dialogues, Protagoras, Symposium, Phaedo, Republic. Since the 
Cratylus is a directly enacted drama with only three personages, 
while th(‘ Euthydemus is a reported dialogue with numerous per- 
sonages and a vigorously di'lineated “ background," this second is 
presumably the more mature work of the two. 

Cratylus. — The personages of the dialogue other than Socrates 
are two, Ilcrmogencs and ( ratylus. Ilermogenes is well known 
to us as a member of Socrates’ c7itourage. Both he and Cratylus 
hgured in the Tclauges of Aeschines,^ where .Socrates was apparently 
made to criticize tlie squalor affected by the extreme Orphic and 
Pythagorist spirituali. We learn from Plato (Phaedo ^c)b) that 
Hermogenes was present at the death of Socrates. Xenophon 
mentions him several times and professes to owe some of his in- 
formation to him. He was a base-born brother of the famous, 
or notorious, “ millionaire " Callias, son of Hipponicus, the muni- 
ficent patron of “sophists" (Crat. 3qic), but himself poor, and 
a})parently on no very good terms with his brother. As Callias 
was connected by marriage with Pericles, the appearance of him 
and his brother among the associates of Socrates is one of the many 

‘ See li.R.E., art. Sockatks. and H. Dittmar’s Aeschines von Sphetius. 
213- 244. Re and Calluis arc prominent figuies in Xenophon’s Symposium 
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indications that the philosopher stood in early life in close relations 
with the Periclean circle. Of Cratylus we apparently know only 
what Aristotle has told ns in his Metaphysics} that — as we could 
have inferred from our dialogue itself— he belit'ved in the Heraclitean 
doctrine of universal “ flux,” and that he carried his conviction of 
the impermancuice of everything to the haigth of refusing to name 
things, preferring to point at them with his lingers. (The use of a 
significant name would suggest that the thing named really had 
some sort of relatively permanent character.) But one may 
reasonably suspect the stor^^ of being no more than an invention of 
some wag whicli Aristotle has perhaps taken too seriously Accord- 
ing to Aristotle, Plato had been “familiar” with him, and derived 
from him his rooted conviction that sensible things, because of their 
complete impermanence, cannot be the objects of scientific 
knowledge. 

It is not clear whether Aristotle means to place this connexion 
of Plato with Cratylus before or after the death of Socrates, but 
presumably he mc-ans that it was before that event, since he says 
that it belonged to Plato’s youth. The fact is likely enough, since 
Cratylus seems to have been one of Socrates’ associates. {\\c must 
not suppose Aristotle to mean that when Plato associated with him 
he had not yet met Socrates ; the close relations of Socrates with 
Critias, Cliarmides, Adimantus, Cilaucon, show that Plato must 
have been acquainted with him from (‘arly childhood.) We need 
not believe, arid we can hardly believ(‘. that'the influence of Cratylus 
really counted for much in determining Idato’s own thought f he 
would not need any special master to inform him that sensible 
things arc mutable. Most probably Aristotle, who only knew 
Plato in Plato's old age, has exaggerated the importance of an 
acquaintance whicli had really no great significance. In any case, 
the tone of the whole dialogue requires us to suppose that both 
Cratylus and Ilermogenes are youngish men, decidedly younger 
than Socrates . 3 Ihe “dramatic date” of the conversation is 
hardly indicated with certainty. If we may suppose, what seems 
to me most likely, that the “ curfew regulations ” in Aegina, alluded 
to at 433a, were connected with the Athenian military occujiation 
of the island in 431, this would suggest a date not too long aft(‘r 
the beginning of the Archidamian war, when vSocrates would be in 
the early forties, and the other two pi'rhaps twenty years younger. 

' Aristotle, Mrt. gSya 32, 1010^7. 12. 

* Since Cratylus appears in our dialogue <is holding that many of the names 
by which we actually call things arc not their " real names," tlx* point of the 
jest may have been less recondite. It may lie in his unccrlaintv what the 
" real name " of a given thing is. A good deal of fun might obviously be 
got out of this, e.g., in a comedy. 

•This was certainly tnie of Ilermogenes, since his elder brother Callias 
was still alive and active in public affairs at a date when Socrates, if lu; had 
still been living, would have been a centenarian. The active career of Callias 
hardly begins until the end of the fifth century, 'i'hc youth of Cratylus is 
expressly remarked on by Socrates at the end of the dialogue U^^d, in ydr 

v/n* <rT\ * 
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This is further borne out by the reference {3S6d) to Euthydcmus 
as a person whose views are of interest. We shall see below that 
the Euthydemns requires to be dated at latest not after 421 or 420.^ 

The ostensible subject of discussion is the origin of language. 
Are names significant by “nature” (<j>v(r€L), in virtue of some 
intrinsic appropriateness of the verbal sign to the thing signified, 
or only significant “ by convention ” t-e, arbitrary imposi- 

tion ? Cratylus takes the first view ; there is a natural “ rightness ” 
of names which is one and the same for every one, Greek or barbarian 
(383?>)* If you call a thing by any other name than its own in- 
trinsically “ right " name, you are not naming it at all, even though 
you are using for it the word which every one else uses. Hermogenes 
is on the side of ” convention ” or arbitrary imposition ; he holds 
that wiiatcver we are accustomed to call anything is, for that 
reason, the name of the thing. The dispute is referred to Socrates, 
who is careful to explain that he cannot decide the question with 
expert knowl(*dge, as he has never attended the expensive fifty- 
drachma lecture of Prodicus on the right use of language ; he can 
only contribute the suggestions of his native mother-wit 

'fhe issue under consideration is thus only one aspect of the 
famous “ sophistic ” antithesis between “ nature ” and “ social 
usage ” which we know to liave hvvn the great controversial issue 
of the Periclean age. The fancy that if we can only discover the 
original names of things, our discovery will throw a flood of light on 
the realities named, seems to recur periodically in the history of 
human thought. There are traces of it in Heraclitus and Herodotus ; 
in the age of Pericles it was reinforced by the vogue of allegorical 
interpretations of Hottkt, which depended largely on fanciful 
etymologies. Much of the dialogue is taken up by a long series of 
such etymologies pf)ured forth by Socrates iinder what he himself 
declares to be “ possession ” by some strange personality. It is 

* Rt;fercnce is made several limes in the Crjiyltts to a certain Kuthyphro 
who exhibited the j)henoniena of “possession" i^i'f)oiicna<rfi6s). J his may be 
the same ]>erson who ^ives liis name to the dialogue Euthyphro, and was 
att('mpting to ])rosec ute his own father for murder in the spring of the year 399. 
'Fherc is no diiticultv about the chronology if we suppose that at that date 
h'uthyphro, whose manner Is that of an elderly rather than a very young 
man, was a year or two over fifty, and his father seventy-five or more. But 
the identification, though accepted by eminent scholars, seems precarious. 
'I here is nothing about the religious fanatic Euthyphro to suggest that he was 
subject to “ jxisscssion." It is true that Socrates playfully calls him a /xdj'rt? 
{Eiithyph. 3c). but ^auriKi^ had many forms. 

It is not suggested that it was poverty which prevented Socrates froni 
attending the lecture. It seems clear that Socrates was not really poor until 
his middle age. As l:lurnet has said, the way in which the comic poets dwelt 
on his poverty when thov attacked him in 4 2 3, "suggests that his losses w^re then 
fairly recent. In the Protagoras, which takes us back before the Archidamian 
war. he appears to have a house of his own with a courtyard, and at least one 
servant (310^^, 31 1^), and speaks of himself in a way which implies that he could 
at need hav'e helped to pay Protagoras on behalf of his young friend (31 iff, 
iydi) re Kal cv dpyvpLOP iKcivip puaOdv (roifioi iaSfieda reXeiy ffov). Hence the 
absence of any reference to poverty is perhaps an indication of “ dramatic 
date.” 
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plain that we are not to find the serious meaning of the dialogue 
liere, especially as, after delighting Cratylus by a pretended demon- 
stration that language supports the Heraclitean philosophy, since 
the names of all things good contain references to movement, and 
the names of all bad things to arrest of movement, he turns round 
and produces equally ingenious and far-fetched etymological 
grounds for supposing that the original “ giver of names " must 
have held the Eleatic doctrine that motion is an illusion, since all 
the names of good things appear to denote rest or stoppage of 
motion. Obviously, we are to take all this as good-humoured 
satire on attempts to reach a metaphysic by way of “ philology " ; 
as far as etymologies go, a little ingenuity will enable us to get 
diametrically opposite n^sults out of the same data. 

1 he real purpose of the dialogue, so far as it has any purpose 
beyond tlie preservation of a picture of Socrat('S in one of his more 
whimsical moods, is to consider not the origin of language, but its 
use and functions. If we consider the piir])oses which spoken 
language subserves, we shall see that if it is to be adequate for those 
purposes, it must conform to certain structural principles. Hence 
the formula of the partisans of “convention" that the “right 
name " of anything is just whatever we ag^ee to call it, makes 
language a much more arbitrary thing than it really is. A “ right 
name " will be a name which adequately fulfils all the uses for 
which a name is required, and thus one man s or one city's voca- 
bulary may name things more rightly, because more adequately, 
than that of another. But so long as the purpose for which names 
are required is adequately discharged by any vocabulary, things 
wil] be rightly “ named " in the vocabulary. I'he names for 
things will not have the same syllables and letters in (ireek and in 
a “ barbarian " language', but if the purposes for which sjX'e'ch is 
required are equa.lly well achieved in both languages, both names 
will be equally “ true ’’ names for things. So the yxirtisans of 
who hold, like ( ratylus, that there is one particular com- 
bination of sounds which is the one and only “ right name " of a 
given thing, arc also only partly right, d'hey are right in thinking 
that the right assignment of names is not arlntrary, but depends on 
principles of sonii' kind, and that a nomenclature whicli “ everv one 
agrees in using " may, for all that, be a bad one ; they are wrong in 
thinking that if a givTn succession of sounds is a “ right name " for 
a certain thing, no other such combination can be its “ right name." 
The Cratylm is thus not so much concerned with the “ origin " of 
language, as with the principles of philosophical and scientific 
nomenclature, though !t contains many incidental sound observa- 
tions about thos(^ analogies between the different movements of 
articulation and natural processes which seem to underlie the 
“ onomatopoeic " element in language, as well as about the various 
influences which lead to linguistic change. 

Hermogenes, at the outset, adopts an extreme form of the view 
that language is wholly arbitrary. If I like to call a thing by a 
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certain name that is its name for me, even in the case of my inverting 
the usage of every one ehe. Thus, if I call ‘'horse " what every 
one else calls “man,” “ liorse rt'ally is my private name, the 
name in my private language ( 1 . 6 , :n, 385^7) for that being, as truly as 
“man” is its name ” in the language of the public” { 67 ifjj,ala). 
Now this assertion raises a very large question. A name is a part, 
an ultimate part, of a Xoyos or statement. Statements may be true 
or they may be false ; they arc tnu^ if they speak of n^alities (ovra) 
as they really arc, false if they speak of them otherwise. But if a 
whole “ discourse ” or “ statement ” may be either true or false, 
we must sa^^ the same about its parts. Every part of a true state- 
ment must be true, and thus, since there are true and false Aoyoi, 
there must b('. true and false names (385^). This looks like a fallacy, 
but we shall see that it is not n'ally one* if we note carefully the use 
Socrates makes of the distinction. His point is the sound one, 
that language is a social activity; it is primarily an instrument of 
communication. A “name'” given by me pri\'at(‘ly to something 
which eV('rybody els(' calls difh'naitly does not discharge this 
function ; it misleads, is a bad instrument for its purpose. I'his 
is what Socrat('s means by calling it a “ false “ name. It is a 
spurious substitute for the genuine article which would do the work 
required. 

This disposes of the suggestion of a pun‘ly “ private ” language; 
peculiar to the individual, but still it may be reasonably main- 
tained that at any rate though the namt‘s “ barbarians ” giv'e to 
things are not th(‘ same' as those used by (irec'ks, they are just as 
much the “ true names ” of things as the Cireek words (385c). 
I.e. we may urge that tlie plurality of languages shows that language 
is an arbitrary thing, though it depends on the arhitrium of a group, 
not of a single man. But if names are aiiutrary, is tlu* reality 
(oihrhi) of tlh' things named equally arbitrary ? If a thing’s name 
is just wliatcver some one likes to call it, is the thing itst lf just 
whatever some one thinks it to be ? Protagoras actually held that 
everything reallv is for any one just what he thinks it to be, so long 
as he tliinks it to be so. and Hermogenes reluctantly admits that he 
souKUiiiK'S feels diiv'eii to accej>t the view, strange as it is. How- 
evau'. we may perhaps dismiss it with the remark that it leavTS no 
room for distinguishing wiser and less wise men, since it says that 
every one's beliefs arc true- for him and no one else, and just as 
long as he holds them. But it seems the most patent of facts that 
some men are good, and therefore wise, and some wicked and thep^- 
fore unwise. Yet we can hardly go to the opposite extreme with 
Euthydemus, who says that all statements whatever are true, always 
and “ for every one.” This would equally lead to the view that 
there is no distinction between the virtuous and the vicious, and 
conseauently none between wisdom and the lack of it ^ (386i/). 

* Since, if Eiithydciiius is right, you can always truly predicate both virUie 
and vice of any subject whatever, I 'tirmally, Protagoras says that a proposition 
is true only when it is being believed by some one ; Euthydemus, that what we 
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Now if neither of these doctrines can be true, “ objects (ra 
TTpayfiara) dearly have some determinate real character of their 
own {ovatav TLva /S^/Satov) which is independent of our “ fancy ” ; 
and if this is so '' activities ” {Trpd^ci^) will also have a nature 
or “ reality " of their own, since “ activities are one form 

of object ” {cv TL cTSo? T(OF o»/rci)i/, 386c). Hence, if we want to 
perform an act. we cannot do it in any way and with any instrument 
we please. We must do it in the way prescribed by the nature of 
the object we are acting on, and with the “ naturally proper " 
instrument (w For example, in cleaving wood, if we are 

to succeed, we must split the wood “ with the grain and we must 
use a naturally suitable implement. Speaking of things and naming 
them is an activity (Tr/iajt?), and what we have just said applies 
therefore to naming. If we want to name things we must name 
them not just as the fancy takes us, but “ as the nature of the 
objects permits and with the instrument it permits." TIk^ instru- 
ment or tool for naming tilings is, of course, the name itself. We 
may define a name as " an instrument l)y which we inform one 
another about realities and discriminate lietween them " (3S86-r, 

nvofia dpa 8t8a(rKa\tK(H' rt iiTTLV dpyavov kuI ^iuiKpiTiKoi' tt)<; oi’cna?). 

In all the crafts (weaving, for example) one craftsman {e,g. the 
weaver) has to make a proper use of som(^ implement which has 
been properly made by some other craftsman {e.g. the carpenter, 
who makes the wooden implements which the weaver uses). Now 
from our definition of a name we see at once who is the exjxTt crafts- 
man wlio " uses " names as his tools ; he is the " teacher " or 
"instructor" (6 SlScktkoXikcU). But who is the other expert who 
makes the tools which the teacher uses ? According to tlie very 
theory from which we started, they are made by vo/ao?, " social 
usage.” Hence we may say that they arc the manufacture of the 
"legislator,” the institutor of social usage. And legislation is 
not work that anyone can do, " unskilled labour ” ; it is " skilled 
labour,” work for an expert, or professor of a Clearly then, 

it is not correct to say that anyone whatever can arbitrarily give 
names to things (386^-389^). (Thus the result so far is that, since 
the function of language is the accurate communication of know- 
ledge about things, tlie vocabulary of " social usage ” will only be 
satisfactory when it supplies a nomenclature which corresponds to 
the real agreements and differences between the things named.) 

Well, what would the expert in establishing usages have before 
his mind s eye in assigning names ? We may see the answer by 
considering the way in which the carpenter works when he makes a 
KcpKt? for the weaver. He " keeps his eyes on ” the work the 
K€pKfs is meant to do in weaving— its function. If one of his 
articles breaks while he is making it, of course he makes a fresh one, 
and in making it he does not " fix his eye ” on the spoilt and broken 
KcpKL^ but on the form (cT^os) with an eye to which he had been 

all disbelieve is as true as what we all believe. Both positions make science 
impossible. 
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making the one which broke (3896). It is this “ model ” 
kept by the carpenter before his mind's eye in making all the 
different wooden which best deserves the name of avro 

() t(TTLv K€()KL^j “ just tlic kc^k/?, “ tlic Kcp/ci'? and notliiiig else " (ib.). 

There are thrcic points to be got hold of here, (i) The carpenter 
cannot give the tools he makes for thi^ weaver just any shape he 
pleases ; the shape or form of the KcpKt? is determined, independently 
of anyone s fancy, ])y the work it is meant to do. (2) Strictly 
speaking, when the carpenter is said in common parlance to make 
a wliat he does is to put the form, which is the “ natural " 

or “ real ’* kc^kl^, into the w'ood on which he is working^ (3) And 
though the shape of a Kc/iKt? is something fixed, it will be repro- 
duc(‘d by the carpenter in diffenait material, according as the 
implement is wanted for weaving different sorts of cloth (e.g., 3^011 
would need the wood to be hard<a' for work on some kinds of material 
than on othiTs). We may transfer these results to the case of the 
“ legislator " who makes naim^s. The letters and syllables, likt* 
the wood of the carjienter, are tlie material into which he has to 
put " tile real nam(‘ ” (cKtuD o omr ovo^u). Differences in the 
material will not matter, in this case any more than in the other, 
so long as tlu' resulting instrument answiTS its ])Lirpose. This is 
why, tliough the sounds of a (ireek word and those of the “ bar- 
barian ” equivalent may be ver}^ different, each is a true name if 
it discharg(!s the function of a name adequately (3B96-39oa). (It 
should be noted that all through this ])assage the technical language 
of the doctrine of forms is used without explanation. Plato 
assumes that Hcrmogen(‘s an<l (Tat\’lus rnav lx* counted on to know 
all about it. To m\’ own mind, it is just tlie frequency with which 
this assumption is made, apparently without any consciousness 
that it calls for any ju^tiflcation, which is the strongest reason for 
refusing to Ix lievt' that tlu' whole doctrine wa.-. “ ilewlop d ” hy 
Plato or anyone else after the death of Socrates.) 

Who, then, decides whether a given piece of wood has reall\^ 
received the " form of KcpK<9,'’ as it should have done ? Not the 
expert who makes the impUmient (the carpenter), but the expert 
who will have to use it (the weaver). And this is a general rule, 
fhe man who makes an implement must “ take his specifications " 
from the man who is to use it. Thus we arrive at a distinction 

* According to the well-known sUiteiiicnts of Aristotle [Mef. 901 ^ 1080,'Z L 

1070a 18, al.), the Acadcniv of his own day held that there are no “ forms ” of 
artificial things. No doubt tlic statement is true, but it has no bearing on the 
form of KepKis in the Cratvliis or that of icXiVi; in Rr public x. Aristotle is 
speaking of the tluMM'v as he knew it. i.e. after 307. and it is notorious that this 
version of the doctrine lias to be learned from his writings, not from PlattVs. 
The only character in the dialogues of Plato’s later life who ever says anytliing 
about the doctrine is '1 imaeiis, and he speaks pretty much as Socrates is made 
to do in the earlier dialogues. In the C>a/y//r.s there is no suggestion that the 
tfSos is a sort of supra-sensible “ thing," It is just a " type " to which the 
manufacturer's articles must conform, and its independence means simply 
that the structure of the KepKis is determined by its function, independently 
of anyone's caprice. 
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afterwards explicitly formulated in the Politicns and rt'produccd a 
fundamental in the opening paragraphs of the Niconuichcan Ethics 
the distinction between superior and subordinate “ arts." the nil 
being that it is the " art " which uses a ])ioduct that is sup(Ti()r 
the " art " wliich makes it that is subordinate. 'I his wil 
apply to the case of the " legislator " who makes names. Then 
must be a superior expert, whose business it is to judge of tin 
goodness of tlie names, namely, the expert who is to use tliem, am. 
he can be no other than the expert in asking and answering questions 
that is the " dialtx'tician " or metaphysician. 1'he " legislator ' 
who is to bestow names rightly must therefore wenk iindtT tin 
supiu'intendence and to the speciheations of tin* “ dialectician,’' 
the supremti man of .science. (In otlua' words, the list of the 
adequacy of language is not mere “ custom," but its capacity to 
express tin* highest truth fully and accurately.) 

Cratylus, then, is right in thinking that language depends on 
" nature," and that names can only right Iv be given by a man who 
" fixes his eye on the n'al ((/»r<rf/) name and can {uit its form into 
letters and syllables " (38rK«-30oc).^ At any rate, this is how tht' 
matter looks to Socrates, though, as he had said, he cannot go on 
to convince llermogenes by exi^laining which names are the " right " 
ones. For that one must go to the professional soj)hists. such as 
Protagoras, or, since H(Tmogenes has no money to pay them, he 
might ask his brother C allias to teach him what he has learned from 
Protagoras on this very subject (3()ia~r), Perhaps we can hardly 
do this, since Hermogenes has already decided against the main 
principle of Protagoras’ book on Truth. But something can be 
done, to make a beginning, with Horner. He sometimes gives two 
names for a thing, that u.sed by " gods " and that u.sed by " men," 
and in such cases we somcitiines find that the name u.sed by the 
" gods " is significant (c.g., we call a certain river Scamander, but 
the gods call it " the Yellow l^iver," Harf>o?). Or again he tells us 
that Hector’s son was called vSeamandrius by tlu! women, but 
Astyanax by his father and the men. Now, on the average, the 
men of a .society are more intelligent than their women -folk, ^ and 
their name for the boy is presumably his " right " name, ;\nd, 

’ It is, of course, with intentional humour that Socrat(.‘s forerts that 
Crntylii-s ha(l nicnnt something quite different when ho said tliat names are 
“ by nature.'' Note the repeated insistence on tlio point that Greek has no 
necessary suy>eri{)rity over a “ barbarian " language (like, Persian). 1 he 
notirm that “ barbarians " are intrinsically interior lu Hellenes, so prominent 
in Isocrates and Arist(jtle, is foreign to the Platf>nic dialogues, though it is 
recognizecl as a fact that Hellenes show more aplitiid(.‘ than l^gyptiaiis and 
other peoples for science, d he all-round inferiority of the non Hellene is not 
a SoenUie or I’latonic doctrine. That the point should be insisted on in a 
di.scussion about language is all the more interesting since (idpfiapoi seems 
originally to have riioant one who “ jabbers ” like a swallow, as Clytaem- 
nestra says in Aescliylus. 

* This is giv(?n a.s a mere statement of fart, and in a jdace like the Athens 
of the fifth century it was true. It is not implied that it ought to be so, or 
need be so. Indeed, as we shall see, Socrates held that it need not be so. 
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in fact, we see that it has a sii^nificance which makers it a[)[)ropriate. 
I'he name means “ liur^^li-ward/' and is therefore very suitable to 
the son of Hector who " warded " 'I roy so effectually (y^a-']q2r). 

Once started on tliis trail. Socrates proceeds' to prripound a 
host of derivations of natn(*s- -proper names of lierot-s and f^ods, and 
common nouns — with the f^nmeral j>urpo>e of siiowini^^ that in their 
ori^dnal form, often widely dilfeient from that to which we are 
accustomed, they have a " cormotaticjii " wliidi makes them 
specially aj)propriate. riaav is no need to follow this part of the 
conversation in any detail, all the iiHjre since Socrates {)rofesses to 
be surprised by his own readiin ss and sn^\£^(;:sts that he must have 
been infected by an abnormal " j). i.srssion ” from having just left 
the com])any of the " inspin d ’’ Idithyplm) \Ve could 

hardly hr. told more jdaiiily tliat tlu* extravagances which are to 
follow are meant as a caricatiui; r)f the pu'sses of " etymologists ’’ 
working in the dark without any scientific foundaliond lint, like 
a wise man, Socaattss mixes some sense with his iions<’nse. dims it 
is a sound j)rinriple, whatever we may think of some of the applica- 
tions made of it. that pr(»p<*r names of men and gods are likely to 
have been oiigmally signihcaiit, though their meaning lias been 
lost througli iingui>tic changes. It is sound senst* again to say 
( >0<S(7) that we may often lx* {)ut on the true track by considering 
archaic forms which are obsolete in current speech, or peculiar 
dialectical variants (40 ir). So again Socrates is quite right in 
tailing attention to the presence of " barbarian " words in the 
curnml vocabulary (400c). though the use he makes of the fact as 
a convenient way out of a difficulty whenever he is at a loss is 
manifestly jocular (4210-^^). I he jocularity is even more pxitent 
when he pretends (402^) to make the sudden discovery, which he 
then rides to death, that the ancient names of the gods and a host 
of other words sliow tliat the creators of the Greek language were 
Heracliteans, or (400/^) that the name Selene coiu'evs the discovery, 
connected at Atlauis with the name of Anaxagoras, that the moon 
shines by refli'Cted light. It is no surprise to us when, after a long 
interval of more serious discussion, we find him {437^1 ff.) expressing 
his doubts whether after all etymology might not be made to bear 
equal witness to Parmenides and liis doctrine of the absolute 
motionlessness of the real. 

We come back to seriousness at 422a with the reflection that, 
after all, the process of derivation cannot go on for ever. We must, 
in the end, arrive at a stock of primitive names, the ABC (a-Toix^ia) 
of all tlie rest. How are we to account for the appropriation of 
each of these to its signification ? We may do so if we reflect that 
language is a form of gesture. If we were all deaf and dumb we 

’ Probably, if only vve had adequate literary records of the I’ericlean age 
we might find that a good nianv of the etymologies are specimens of the 
serious speculations of the persons satirized. Few of them are much more 
extravagant than, e.g., the derivation of from ktJ/3 hinted at in Euripides, 
Tfoad. 425. 
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should try to communicate information by imitating with our own 
bodies the shapes and movements of the things to which we wanted 
to call attention. Now we can imitate in tlie sarne way by vocal 
gestures. If a man could reproduce the reality ” of different 
things by the vocal gestures we call letters " and syllables/' he 
would be naming the various things (423/? -424/^). T he primitive 
liames may be supposed to have been productal by this method of 
imitation. We may test this suggestion and judge of the “ right- 
ness ” of these primitive words by making a careful classification 
of the elementary comj)onentsof ourspeecli — the vowels, consonants, 
and so forth- -and considering the movements by which they are 
produced. We shall ask whether tluTc are not analogies between 
these various processes and processes in nature at largt‘, and whether 
primitive names do not seem to b(‘ composed of sounds produced 
by mov(‘ments analogous with those ol the things tliey signify, 
allowance being made for a considerabh; amount of variation for 
th(' sak(‘ of euphony and greater ease of articulation. \\'(' might, 
to l)(‘ sure, save ourselves trouble by sini})ly saying tliat the primi- 
tive words were invented by gods or “ barbarians ” of long ap, 
but this would be shirking the chief problem which the scienlitic 
expert in the theory of language has to face ( 425 t/- 4 ' 2 ()/d' Socrates 
therefore ventures, with misgivings, to state some of his observa- 
tions on the subject, d'he pages in which he does so (426^-42/^/) 
have often been commended for their jx'netration, but tlie subject 
has more inten‘st for the student of phonetics tlian for the ])hilo- 
sopher, and we need not delay over the details. What is of real 
interest to others than specialists in phonetics is th(^ discernment 
shown by the insisteaice on the general principle that speech is to be 
regarded as a species of mimetic gesture, and the clear way in 
which such vocal gesture is distinguished from direct rej^roduction 
of natural noises and the cries of animals (4236-^/). 

Hitherto the conversation has been a dialogue between Socrates 
and Hermogenes ; Cratylus now re})laces the latter as interlocutor. 
He is delighted with all that Socrates has said — no doubt because 
Socrates has professed to find Heracliteanism embodied in the ver} 
structure of language — and thinks it could hardly be bettered. Hiil 
Socrates himself has misgivings, and w’ould like to consult his seconc 
thoughts. (What the by-play here really hints is that we arc 
now to come to a discussion to which Plato attaches greater im 
portance than he does to the entertaining etymological sj>eculation; 
on which so much time has been spent.) 

We said that name-giving is a trade, and that the workmai 
(Srj/MLovpy(k) who makes names is the “ legislator." Now in genera 
there are better and worse workmen in any trade ; we should expect 
then, that there are degrees of goodness and badness in the name 
made by different legislators (t.e. linguistic tradition, of which th 
\oixoOirrj% is a personification, approximates more or less nearl} 
in the case of different idioms, to the ideal of a " philosophical 
language). Cratylus denies tliis, on the ground that a word eitlu 
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is the right nami‘ of a cx*rtain thing, or is not that thing’s name at 
all but the name of something else. '1 here r.annr)t lu- any inter- 
mediate degree e)f “ iightn(*ss ” in this case. If you call a thing by 
the name of something else, yon are not sin aking of the thing in 
(jnestion at all ; (e.g. to say " Ilenn(»genes " when you nu'ant Cratylus, 
is trying to say “ what is not,” and that is imj^ossible). Yon cannot 
say nothing, \\1ienever you s])eak yon mn^t l)e saying something. 
Not only must yon mc-an (Ae'yur) something, but you must 
enunciate (</>ar/u) sometliing. Hence when a man uses any but the 
"right name.*” ('ratvhis holds tliat he merely makes a senseless 

noise. lik(^ a ” sounding brass ” cymy* ar (liaujv tov rotoOror, 

fuiTjjy avToy eavToy Ktron-Tu, uxrTrcp dv ct Tt? Kiyyacie Kpovcra^ 

4 ?/)rt). In Other words, yon cannot make a statement which is 
significant and y.*t false. Every statement is either true or mean- 
ingless. The diffir.nlty hen* snggrst<'d only sterns fanciful to us. 
Ixranse the ex])lanation of it given for the first time in Plato's own 
Sophist es has become part of our current thougbit. To say ” what 
is not ” does not mean to say what is simply meaningless, but only 
to sav what means something different from tlie real facts of the 
case/ Entil this had been explained, tliere was a double difficulty 
for the (iret'k mind in understanding how it is possible to speak 
falsely. Partly the difficulty is due to the accident of langmage 
that the word uvm is ambiguous : it means ” to l)e ” or ” to exist ” ; 
in Grc'ck, especially in tlu* Ionic (ireek, which was the original 
toiifiriio of science, it tilso nietins *' to be true, <is when llcrodotus 
culls his ow'n version of the e;irlv life of Cyrus to tor, the true 
narrative.” or Euripides in Aristophanes speaks of the story of 
Phaedra as an we Anyo?, “ an over-true tale.” Behind the rnercly 
verbal aiuhiyuity there is further a ruelapliysical one the confusion 
between ” what is not ” in the ab.sohite sense of bkink nothing, 
and ” what is not ” in the merely relative sense of ‘ wdiat is other 
than ” some given realitv. So long as you confuse ” what is not 
in this relati've sense with what is just nothing at _a]l. you must 
hold it impossible to sav significantly “ what is not ’ it-c. to make 
a false statement which ha.s any meaning). 1 his explains why, m 
the age of Pericles .and .Nicrates. it should haw been a ftishionable 
trick of .■iiTiAc.yiK.H' or ii.urrt^o,', pretenders who made a show of 
intellectual brilliance by undertaking to eonfule and silemce every 
one else, to tirgue that no statement, however absurd, if it means 
anything, can U’ false. The most violent ixirado.xes must be true, 
heauise tliev mean something, and therefore he vpo 
savin" “what is.” Plato regularly connects this theory of the 
impossibility of speakitig falsely with 

and its nnmialified antithesis between what is and mere non 
enfit/ lie means that the doctrine arises as soon as you convert 
what i’armenidos had meant fur a piece of physic.s 
logic. Cratvhis. to he sure, is a followcT not 

regarded change of every kind as an illusion, but of Heraclit s, 
wfe tlmuSit change tl/fundamental reality. But he is led by a 

4 
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different route to the same result. Whether you start with the 
premise that “ what is not/' being just nothing at all, cannot be 
spoken of, or with the premise that to call a thing “ out of its name " 
must be to speak of something (‘Ise and not of the thing in question, 
in either case the conclusion has to be drawn that you cannot 
significantly say what is false, since that would b(‘ to spt'ak of a 
given thing and yet not to speak of it “ as it is." ^ 

Though this issue of the possibility of significant false statement 
has been raised, we need not go to the bottom of it for our present 
purposes. (In fact, Idato's own logical studies had pRsurnably 
not yet led him to the complete solution.) It is enough to remembia 
that we have already agreed that a name is a " represi'utalion " 
(/u/xT^/xa) of tliat which it names. It is like a jiortrait, exc'ept that 
the portrait is a visible, the name an audible, rejin'Stmtation. Now 
we might take the portrait of a woman for a portrait of a man ; we 
should then be connecting the portrait with the wrong original, 
but still it would be a portrait of some original. Wt‘ do th(' same 
thing when we misapply a name ; it does not cease to be a name 
because we ap{)ly it to the wrong thing. Again, a portrait is not 
an exact replica. One artist sei/a's points which another misses, 
and thus there may be a better and a worse portrait, and yet both 
are portraits of the same original. Why may not tlu* same thing be 
true of the primitive names in language ? Why may iK)t a name 
be an imperfect but real " representation " of that for which it 
stands ? (This would explain why the primitive* names in different 
languages may all be genuine " vocal gestures," denoting the same 
thing, in spite of the differences between them.) Cratyhis suggests 
that the analogy with [lortraiture does not hold. A b<id ].)ortrait 
may leave out some characteristic of its original, or put in souk*- 
thing not present in tlie original, and yet be a recognizable portrait 
of the man. But in the case of a name, if, for examine, we put in 
or leave out a single letter, we have not written thcil name at all. 

^ It has been the fashion, especially in Germany, h.r a g('nerali'»n and more, 
to connect the paradox al>out false-speaking s])e( ially with the name of 
Antisthenes, and to regard all the references to it in I'lato as direct attacks on 
that ratlicir insignificant person. 'J his seems to me cpiile unhistorical. 
The standing assiimjjl ion of Plato is that the di'nXoyuol are quite a numerous 
and fashionable body. Socrates even refers to them in the rhnrdo (<)o//), 
where Antisthenes is siqiposed to be present (5QM and all possibility of an 
attack on his own old friend is out of the question. 'J he one diak^gue of 
Plato's early life in whii:!i they are singled out for special satin; is the Euthv- 
(lemus, and we see from the Cralyhis itself that Huthydemns really was a well 
known personage who held vicnv.s of this kind. Isocrates too (x. i) inqilies 
that the “ eristics " who nuiintain tlie paradox are a fairly numerous body of 
the generation bfTore his own. J or this reason it s(‘ems to me out ai the 
question to find attacks on Antisthenes in any of the Platonic dialogues in 
wJiich Socrates is the principal figure. Whether in the later dialogues, when 
Socrates has fallen into the background, Plato ever criticizes Antisthenes on 
his own account, is another question with which we sliall not be concerned 
until we come to deal with the Purmemde^ and Sophistes, though I believe we 
shall find reason to think that there also he has very different antagonists 
in view. 
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We may reply that it is not with quality as it is with number. Any 
addition or subtraction will make, e.g., the number lo another 
number (such as 9 or ii), but a representation may be like the 
original without reproducing it in its details. Thus the portrait- 
painter reproduces the outward features and complexion of his 
sitter, but leaves out everything else. The sitter has entrails, 
movement, life, thought ; the picture has none, and yet it is a 
picture of him. In fact, if it did reproduce the whole reality of the 
sitter, it would not be a portrait at all but a reduplication of the 
man himsedf. Full and complete reproduction is thus not the kind 
of “ rightness ** we require in a portrait, and we have already recog- 
nized that a name is a kind of portrait of which vocal gesture is the 
medium (430^1-433^). 

If we are agreed so far, we may now say that a well-made name 
must contain the “ letters ” which are “ appropriate ” to its signi- 
fication ; i.e. those which are “ like " what is signified [i.c. the 
vocal gestures which compose the name must have a natural 
resc'inblance to some feature in that which it names ; a name which 
contains inappropriate sounds may be still a recognizable name if 
some of its components are appropriate, but it will not be a well- 
made on(‘). The only way of escaping our conclusions would be 
to fall back on the view that names are purely conventional and 
arbitrary. This is impossible, since in any case there must be 
some sort of natural appropriateness about the elementary com- 
ponents of vocal gesture to lead the im posers of names in the making 
of their first conventions, just as there must be in nature colouring 
materials appropriate for the reproduction of the tints of a face if 
there is to be such an art as portraiture. But we can see that 
“convention “ and the arbitrary play their part in language too. 
Thus there is a “ roughness “ about the sound of the letter r which 
makes it appropriate in the name of anything hard and rough, 
while thcTe is a smoothness of articulation about / which makes 
it inappropriate for the same purpose. Yet this letter actually 
occurs in the very word irK\rfp<k itself, and even Cratylus must 
admit that “ thanks to custom “ he knows what the word means. 
It discharges its function as a name none the worse for containing 
an inappropriate sound (433&-435/>). In f)articular we should find 
it quite impossible to show that the names of the numerals are 
made up of gestures naturally appropriate to signify those particular 
numbers. The principle of natural significance, however sound, 
is a most uncertain guide in etymological studies (435^/-c). 

We revert to a position we had laid down at the outset. The 
“ faculty ” (SvrafiL^) or function of a name is to convey instruction 
(StSdcr/cctv) . Does this imply that a man who has knowledge of 
names will also have a corresponding knowledge of the realities 
(irpaypLaTu) for whicli the names stand ? Cratylus is inclined to 
think so, and even to hold that the knowledge of names is the only 
way to the knowledge of things. Not only is the understanding 
(rd /xav6dy€iv) of words the one way to the understanding of 



88 PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

things : inquiry into language is the only road of inquiry and dis- 
covery. Tlie one way to discover the truth about things is to 
discover the meanings of names (436(7). fhit obviously this would 
put all science in a very unfavourable j^osition. Tlie study of 
names will only at best show what tlie givers of the names sup- 
posed to be the trutli about tilings, and liow if these name-giv(‘rs 
were wrong in their sup]x>sitions ? (Vatylus holds that we ru'ed 
not feel any anxiety on the point. 'Fhe best proof tliat the “ giver 
of nauK'S ” was on(‘ who knew all about things is (lie eonsist(‘nt way 
in which all names support one and the same theory about things. 
Has not Sociates himself shown that they all point to the H(Taclitf*an 
doctrine of the flux (436c) ? Unfortunately this is not conclusive ; 
if you start with false initial postulates you may b(‘ led to gravely 
erroneous conclusions, and yet tlu'se conclusions may be quite 
compatible with one another, as we see in tiu' case of certain geo 
metrical false d(‘monslrations.' 'I’lie supremt* difliculty in anv 
science is to be sure that your initial postulates themselves are true 
(436r-(/). And, on second thoughts, wo may doubt whether tie* 
testimony of language is quite so self-consistent as we had fancied. 
There arc many words which seem to indicate that the “ giver of 
names ” was an hdeatic rather than an Heraclitean (437rt-c), and 
it would be absurd to dc'cide on the truth of such incompatible views 
by appeal to a numerical majority ” of derivations. 

In any case, the view ('ratylns is maintaining is self-contra- 
dictory. He holds that the inventors of the first nanu's must have 
known the truth about things in order to give each its “ true " 
name, and also that the truth about things can only be discovered 
by the study of names. How then did the original makers of 
names discov('r it ? Perhaf)s, says ('ratylus, the fir^t names were 
of a superhuman origin ; language began as a divine revelation, 
and its divine origin guarantees the “ rightness " of the* ])rimitive 
names. If that is so, then both our sets of derivations cannot be 
sound, or, as Cratyliis says, one set of words cannot be real “ names " 
at all (438r). But the question is, which set — those which suggest 
the “ flux or thos(' which suggest that movement is an illusion- - 
are real names ? \\c cannot d(‘cide the i.ssiu‘ by a]q)eal to other 

words, for tlien^ are no otlier words than those employcal in language. 
The appeal will have to be to th(» realities words signify, and we 
shall have to h arn what thes(‘ re.alities are, not from words, but “from 
one another and from themselves ” (4386’). Besides, (‘ven if we 
admit that the truth alxnit things can be learned by studying their 
names, since well-made names, as we Viave said, are “ liktmesses “ 

' diayf>dfx/jLaTa lx‘r(‘ seems, as in some oilier passaf^^es in ami 

Aristotle, to mean “ proofs " rather tlian “ ligures.” One might illnslrato tl\e 
point by reference to the enbmtaining section of De Morgan’s lUid^rt of Pura- 
doxc'. which deals with ]ames Smith the cirde-sqnarer. Mr. Smitli’s method 
oi proving Ins tiicsis (thatTr="jf) was to assume it as a y)ostulate, and Wwn 
shew that it led to cousequem es co\i\palible witVi itself and with one another. 
He forgot to ask whether it did not lead also to consequences incompatible 
with independently known truth 
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of the things they name, it must be a nobler and more assured 
method to study the reality (aXyjOeLa) directly in itself, and judge 
of the merits of the “ likeness from our knowledge of the original 
than to try to discover from a mere study of the " likeness ” whether 
it is a good one, and what it represents (439«). How a knowledge of 
realities is to be acquired it may take greater thinkers than our- 
selves to say, but it is satisfactory to have learned that at least we 
cannot acquire it by the study of names (439^>). 

Socrat(‘s keeps the point on which he wishes to insist most until 
the end. Whatever the opinion of the framers of language may 
have been, the Heraclitean doctrine of universal imjMrrnaiHnce 
cannot be true. I'here are such things as “ Beauty ” and “ (jood- 
ness ” (avTo KdXov Kdi ayaOm) and other realities of that kind. Even 
Cratylus admits this at once. He does not extend his doctrine 
of impt'rmanence to the realm of “ values.” Now they cannot 
be everlastingly mutable ; they are what they are once for all and 
always. You could not call anything ” the so-and-so ” (aero, 439^/), 
if it had no determinate character but were merely mutable. And 
th(* merely mutable could not be known. What is known is known 
as having this or that determinate character, but if the doctrine 
of ” flux ” is true, nothing ever has such determinate character. 
Not to mention that knowing as a subjective activity also has a 
determinate character, so that in a world where everything is 
incessantly becoming something else, there could be neither objects 
to be known nor tlu* activity of knowing. But if knower (to 
yiyvCyaKov) , object known (to yiyrourKo/xcroi) . B>eauty, (lood, are 
real, the Heraclitean dcx'trine cannot be true. W'e will not now 
ask which of these alternatives is the right one. but we may say 
that it does not look a sensible proca'dure for a man to have such 
confidence in names and their givers that lu‘ hands over his soul 
to “names” for “tendance,” and asserts dogmatically that all 
men and all things are sick of a universal “ detluxion ” and as 
leaky as a cracked ])itcher (qqcui-f/). 'I'liis is the issue which young 
men like Cratylus and lltTmogenes should fact' seriously and 
courageoti.sly and not decide in a hurry (44o^/). Thus the dialogue 
leaves with us as the great problem, or rather the two aspects of 
thf same great ])n>blem of all philosophy, the metaphysical problem 
of the reality of th<‘ forms and the moral problem of the right 
“ tendance of the soul.” ‘ 

EntJiy(lc)}ius. - I he dialogue, as we have said, has more of the 
spirit of broad farce than any other work of Plato ; it would be 
possible to see in it nothing more than an ('iitertaining satire on 
“ eristics ” who think it a line thing to reduce every one who opi'us 
his mouth in their comjxiny to silence by taking advantage of the 

‘ 1 can SCO no reason to fancy that the dialogue is intended as a polemic 
against the nominalism of Antisthenes in particular. A.'s preoccii]xition 
with names, like the clioicc of the tljcmes for his extant declamations only 
shows that he was influenced by the general tendencies of the “sophistic “ 
age. 1 am w'holly sceptical about theories which represent the Platonic 
Socrates as engaged in attacks on one of his own companions. 
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ambiguities of language. Even if this were Plato's main object, 
it would still be a reasonable one. An attempt to detect and 
expose the principaJ fallacies in dictionc would be a useful contri- 
bution to the as yet only nascent study of logic. It is thus not 
surprising that Aristotle should have made fn^quent use of the 
dialogue in his own systematic essay on Fallacies, the de Sop/iisficts 
Elenchis. But the real pur|xvst' of the dialogue is more serious and 
proves to be a moral one, arising out (»f the claim of the sophists 
of the Periclean age to be able to “ teach goodness." .A man wh(^ 
undertakes this task must be prepared to win the adlit rencc of a 
pupil by satisfying him first that " goodness.” the seenu of a satis- 
factory life, can be taiiglit ; and next, that the sptvakcr is one of the 
experts who can teach it. No one will go to school to you unless you 
can persuade him that you have something important to ti'acli, 
and that you are com|)etent to teach it. fliis accounts for the 
rise of a distinct brancli of literature, the " protreptic ” discourse, 
which aims at winning tlu* hearer's assent to tlie idea that he 
must live the " pliilosophic " life, and encouraging his confidence 
that a particular teacher will show him how to do it. To this type 
of literature bt'longed, among other works. .Aristotle's famous 
Protrcpticus and Cicero’s almost equally famous Latin imitation 
of it, the Hortcnsiiis, both now unhappily lost, 'fhe true object of 
the Euthydemus is to exhibit the directness, simplicity, and j)ower 
of Socratic " protn^ptic,” addressed to a young and inqiressionable 
mind ; the fooleries of the two sophists aflord an entertaining 
background, without which the })icture would not produce its full 
effect. We might suj:>pose Idato to have felt that to a careless 
observer the close cross-questioning characteristic of Socrates must 
seem very much the same sort of thing as the futile sporting with 
words on which the ordinary " eristic ” plumes himself. By jiilting 
the one thing directly against the other he drives home his point 
that, for all their apjiarent minute hair-splitting, the (pu stions of 
Socrates are no idle displays of ingenuity, but have the most 
momentous and most truly practical of all objects ; their purjiose 
is to win a soul from evil for good. 

In form tlie Eiitliydemiis is a narrated drama. Socrates describes 
to his old friend Crito, with a great deal of humour, a mirthful seene 
in his favourite haunt, the palaestra near the Lyceum, at which lu' 
had been present the day before. 'J he supposed date can only be 
fixed by consideration of a number of bits of internal evideiictc 
It is, as we see from EnlJiydcmns, 271c, " many years ” after the foun- 
dation of Thurii (444 icc.), and must be before the year of the great 
scandal about liie " profanation of the mysteries,” just before tin* 
sailing of the Athenian Armada for Sicily (41b '5). since Axiochus 
of Scambonidae, father of {he lad Clinias who figures as respondent, 
was one of the principal persons ruined by the affair,* A date not 
later than about 420, and possibly a little earlier, seems to fit all the 

^ I'or the ruin of Axiot lius, the uncle of AicibiaUes the person wliosc <le- 
struction was the main oi)jc( t of tije raisers of tlie scandal, see Andocides, 1 . j6. 
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indications. The centre of attraction in the dialogue is the beautiful 
and modest Clinias ; it is on his person that Euthydemiis, whom we 
liave already met in the Cratylus, and his brother Dionysodorus, 
nativesof Chios who had been among the original settlers of I hurii, but 
found themselves banished in the years of faction which followed on 
the foundation of the city and have since then haunted Athens and her 
dependencies, make the experiment of displaying a new educational 
discovery, a method of instantaneously "'teaching goodness." 
Hitherto they had taught, like other professionals, the art of fence 
on the field iind in the law-courts ; their crowning achievement is a 
recent invention which they are anxious to parade and Socrates to 
witness. It proves, in fact, to be simply " eristic," the trick of 
stopping a man’s mouth by catching at the natural ambiguities of 
language. Perhaps it is an indication of date that Socrates is 
made to lay the stress he does on the contrast between this latest 
marvel and the now familiar art of effective forensic j^leading which 
had been the tiling taught by ITotagoras and the earliest " sophists." 
'riie two men, however, are descrifjed as elderly, so that they will 
be at least as old as Socrates himself, and we must remembtT that 
though Socrates was the first Athenian to interest himself in logic, 
it had been founded by Zeno, who cannot at most have been more 
than ten years younger than ITotagoras. Hence too much must 
not be made of this point. ^ The serious busin(*ss of the dialogue is 
opencal by Socrates in a short speech, laying down tlie main lines 
it is to follow. Clinias is a lad of great promise and illustrious 
connexions ; it is of the first moment that he should grow up to be 
a thoroughly good man. The sophists are therefore invited to 
prove the vidue of th(‘ir latest discovery by convincing him " that 
one must give one’s attention to goodness and philosophy " (275^). 
They fall to work at once by asking a scTit'S of questions so con- 
structed that they can only be answered by " Yes " or " No " 
and that the respondent can be (‘(jually silenced whichever answer 
he gives. I'he iirst question -from its recurrence elsewhere we 
may infer that it was a "stock" puzzle — turns on the double sense 
of the word fuivOavnv, which means primarily to " learn " ; but 
derivatively, in colloquial language, to " understand," " take the 

^ U he ])air of “ eristics." JuUhydeiims and Ins brother Ilion vsodorus, are 
natives of ( liios who had been ainoni^ tlu- lirst settlers at 'I'hurii (this is implied 
by the tense of uTra'^T/aar at .i /ir), but liatl been exiled thence and have spent 
“ many rears " 7rt,u roi'ooc Tor^ tottovs, i.c. Athens and the islands of the Aegean 
(27ir). 'The date of the foundation of Thurii is Socrates is ijorj 7r/)ecr/3i'rcpos 

(272/d. " not cxac'tlv a vonng man,*' but no more ; tliis suggests an age 
not far off fifty, but ])robably something short of it. I Vrh.ips the allii.^ion of 
2 '/ 1 C to the lignre he cuts among the boys in the music-chiss of C'onnns is best 
taken as a humorons referenct' to some sliaft aimed at him in the Co}inu.< 
of Amipsias (exhibited in .123). and in that ca.se, w'o must su]>pose that play to 
be still a recent work. Alcibiades is spoken of at in a wax* which implies 
that he is already in the prime of manhood. 2S0C refers to Protagoras in a 
w'ay xvhich seems to mean that he is already dead. Hut since IMato insists 
that T'rotagoras w'as a generation older than Socrates (/VnA/g and also 

says tliat he died at about seventy {Meno, gje). this does not take us with 
certainty much below the year 430. 
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meaning of a statement. The eristic method of the two brothiTS 
may be reproduced in English by taking advantage of the double 
sense which “ learning ” liaj’ipens to bear in our own langiiagr. 
Who are learners, the wise or the ignorant, i.c. those who already 
know something or those who do not ? Ther(' is liere a triple 
cquivOijite, since the “ wise ” (o-oc,W) mav mean “ clever, int(‘llig('nt 
pupils, as well as persons who already know the thing to bi^ t.mglit, 
and the ‘'ignorant'' may mean “ tlie dull, stujhtl,’' as 

well as those who are ignorant of a given subject. The lad takes 
the question to mean, “ Which class of boys learn what they iire 
taught, tlie clever boys or the dull ones " and answers, “The 
clever.” But, it is retorted, when you lads wen* learner> in reading or 
music, you did not yet know these subjects and therefore wen' not 
“ wise ” {(uxjioi) about them, and so must have been “ ignorant 
{dnnO€t<;). And Vet again, in your scliooldays, it was not tlie 
“ dull ” (niLafkl^) among but the quick or cleviT who 

“ took in ” (ifuiiOavoi) what the schoolinaster dictated, /'./ge, it 
is the (vuilxH. not the who “ leai*n.” (As we might say, 

the dull don’t get h^arning from tlu'ir schoolmasters, but the quick 
(275f/-2 7()r)). 

A new puzzle is now started. Wlien a man learns something, 
does he learn what he knows or what he does not know.' ( i liis 
again is a standing catch, intended to prove the i)arado\' that it is 
impo.ssible to learn anything, to get new knowledge.) 'I he natural 
answer is that a man learns what he does not already know, .since 
learning means giUting fresh knowknlge. Bait when a' schoolmaster 
dictates something to you, voii “learn ” tla* sen.se of thi' ]>a.'^sage 
(you take in its UK'aning). What he dictated is a s<Ties of “ letters,” 
but you must have “ known ” your letters before vou could do 
dictation. 1 bus when you “learn.” you must aln'ady “know” 
the tiling you ai'e learning. Yet, per amira, to krirn m»■.ln.^ to get 
knowledge, and no one can get what he already has. /Age, afttu 
all, it is what you do not know that you learn {zy()c- zjyc). 

It is clear, of course, wljat the origin of “ eristic " of thi> kind is. 
Euthydemus and his brother an' borrowing and degr.iding thf* 
logical iTiethod of Zeno.^ In Zeno's hands, the deduction of 
apparently contradictory conclu.sions from the same j)reinis.s(‘s 
had a legitiinat(‘ object. I'he intention was to dihcredit the jire- 
misses them.selves. And in f.ict, Zeno's antinomies do e.uabhsli 
the important result that the postulates of J‘ylhagoroan mathe- 
matics arc incompatible with one another and reejuire revi.sion 
(e.g, it is indispensalik' to Pythagorean geometry that every straight 

i.s iiiade espre iaJIv elf'ar twice over {zyy, 2y(>r). h\' fhf* whispered 
rernark of Dionysodorus that his hnUher will " catc h tlie hoy cait " ccpiallv 
whichever way he nnswer.-, the cjuesiiim. This construction of “ antinomies," 
to siiow lliat tlie allinnation and the denial of llu' same projiosition are 
equally impossible, was the siiecial contribution of Zeno to tlie development 
of logical method, dhere is alsr) probably intentional ))uiiit in tlie wav in 
which we are reminderl of the connexion of the brotJiers with dliurii the 
place, of all others, where they would lie most certain to meet Eleatics. 
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line should be capable of bisection, and yet, on the P5rthagorean 
principles, a line may contain an odd number of “ points and 
tluTefore be incapable of bisection, because you cannot ** split the 
unit ”). With eristics like Euthydemus this hunting after “ anti- 
nomies,” perfectly legitimate when intended as a criticism of pre- 
suppositions which lead to an ” antinomy,” becomes a mere delight 
in entrapping the respondent into contradicting himself by mere 
neglect to guard against ambiguity in words, and its object is not 
to detect error but to produce admiration for tlie ingenious deviser 
of the ambiguous formula. This is the point on which Socrates 
now feisteiis. 'I'he two ” sophists ” care nothing about convincing 
Clinias of the need for ” goodness and philosophy " ; their concern 
is merely to make a display of their own cleverness. Accordingly, 
Socrates interrujns the performance. He professes to think that 
what has gone before is not meant as any sampde of the ” wisdom ” 
of the brothers. It is a mere piece of ” fun,” like the sportive 
preliminaries which precede initiation into the Corybantic rites, 
or, as we might say, like those popularly supposed to precede an 
initiation into freemasonry^ So far the two great men have merely 
been playing a ” game ” with the lad, enjoying a ” practical joke ” 
at his e.\]>ense ; no doubt the serious part of their ” protreptic ” 
is yet to com('. Before it comes, Socrates would like to show, by a 
conversation of his own with the boy, what, in his ” foolish and 
amat('ur fashion ” (l^ajiTiKwt: rc Kal ycAoio)?), he supposes the 
drift of such exhortations must be, tliough, of course, he fully 
expects to be left in the shade by two such eminent professionals 

(277d-27Sf). 

i iiere follows at once a simple statement, in clear language such 
as a mere boy can follow, of the root ideas of Socratic ethics. Of 
course every one of us wants cr Trparrcir, to ” fare well,” to 
” make a success of life.” And equally, of course, making a success 
of life means having ” abundance of good ” (troWa dya^ya). Now 
what things is it good to have ? ” The first man you meet ” will 

mention some of tiiem : wealth, health, beauty, bodily advantages 
in general, good birth, a position of influence and respect. But 
tlu re are other good things than these, or at least other things which 
Socrates and t linias regard as good : sophrosyne, justice, courage, 
wisdom. Is the list of goods now complete ? Perhapis we have 
l(‘ft out the most important of all, ” good luck ” without 

wiiich any otlnu advantages may turn out to be disguised curses. 
And yet. on second thoughts, we have not forgotten it. For wisdom 
is itself iiTvxia. Who have the best ” luck ” or “good fortune ” 
in playing mu.sical instruments, in reading and writing, in navigation, 
warfare, medicine ? i'he men w’ho know how to do these things- - 
expert musicians, sailors, soldiers, physicians. One w^ould, 
think it a great piece of luck in war to be serving under a com- 
petent and not under an incompetent commander. In general, 
wisdom or knowledge (aofftCa) leads to efficient achievement 
(cior/^ayta ) and so to ” good fortune.” If we have wisdom, then 



94 


PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


we may expect ** success.” "good fortune” (to tlie 

department of practice which our " wisdom ” covers (278^-280^?). 

On reviewing these results, we see ground to criticize one of 
them, the statement tliat we shall be ha])py and " make life a 
success ” (cr^aj/zoi cir Kai cv Tr/xirrctr) if We ” /uivc abundance ()i 
good things.” To them will not beiudit us \mless we also ust 
them, any more than it would benefit an artisan to have the materials 
and tools of liis trade if he never used them. So. c.g., ” wealth 
is of no IxMiefit iinK'Ss we it. And it would not be enongli to 
say that wi‘ must not only have the various good things but Use 
them. W’e must add that, to be happy, wt' must us(‘ them ng///. 
They are. in fact, dangerous tools ; if you use them in tlu‘ wrung 
wav you do yourst'lf a harm ; it would Ix' better to l<‘av(‘ them 
alone tliaii to us(' them wrongly. Now in all craft-^ and busiius'^ev 
it is the expert’s A‘;anv 7 c(/g(’ (.Vemy/t//) of his craft whicdi enables 
him to use hi> materi<ds and iiujilements in the right way, 
and the same thing holds good of health and wealth and the goods 
in popular esteem generally. enables us to use wealth, 

health, and all other ” advantagr-s ” rightly, and to achieW' siicct‘ss 
(evTTpayia). If a mall had all other ]ao>S'‘ssions besides wisdom 
and Wert' t^ot directed by ” sense ” (if.rs) in his undertakings, tfie 
less he undertook the h'wer blunders he would make, and the 
hap])ier ht^ would be. It would be happier ftn- iiirn to be j^oor than 
rich, timid tlian courageous, sluggish aiul dull ratla'r than of active 
temper and quick j)erception, since the le.-.s h** undertook the less 
mischief lie would do. In fact, none of the things we began by 
calling good can be called unconditionally (arra K-nf/’ arra) goocl. 
The}^ are bettt'rthan their opposites when they are conjoiiU'd with 
the wisdom to make a ri.ght use of them (<,V>bv‘^A T€ KUI ffO'ljltl), 
but worse when they iire disjoined from it. It follows that, projx rlv 
speaking, there is just one thing good, wisdom, and just one bad 
thing, a/iufiia, " dullness,” stupidity (2So/e-2Mc). (Compare the 
precisely similar line of reasoning by which Kant reaches the con- 
clusion that the good will is tlie only thing which is unconditionally 
good, because it is the only good which cannot be misused.) 

We may draw a final conclusion. \\V now .see that since happi- 
ness depends on wisdfim and knowledge*, tla* one end after which 
every man shouhl siri\’e is to become ” as wise as possible.” Hence 
what we should craw* to get from our j^arents, friends, fellow- 
citizens, alien acquaintances, befonr everything (*lsc, is just wisdom. 
One should be r<*ady to ” serve* and slave ” and render ” any service 
that is comely ” ^ to any man for the sake of wisdom ; that is to say, 
provided that wisdom can reallv be taught and does not ” come l)y 
accident ” (a7ro rai’ro/Aa'rox), a difficult question which we have not 

* OTiovi/ koKCcv {’7rr)ftf.Trj^dTUL't', jSj//. 'I tu* fj iialilif.atien is inserted be- 

cause 4pa(TTaL iiave been inenti<jned, and Sof rates wislies tr) guard himself 
against being su])pesed to include eha^tily ;ls one of the prices which mav 
be paid for “ wisdom.' His attitude on that p(»int is as unqualified as Plato’s 
own in the Law^. 
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faced. If we may assume that wisdom can be taught, we have 
satisfied ourselves of the absolute necessity of pursuing it, “being 
philosophers “ (2^2a~d). 

Socrates has really given us so far only half of a “ protreptic 
discourse “ such as would be to his mind. He has led up to the 
conclusion that hap])iness depends on the direction of life and 
conduct by knowledge, but has not so far told us what knowledge 
in particular it is of which we cannot make an ill use. It is funda- 
mental for his purpose that we should distinguish such knowledge 
from every recognized form of expert professional knowledge, and 
the distinc tion will be made later. For the present we return to 
the “ comic' relied “ of the fooleries of Eutliyderniis and his brother, 
which become' increasingly absurd, ])recisely in order that the 
heightened contrast of tone shall mark the second part of Socrates' 
discourse*, wluai we reac'h it, as the mcjst important thing in the* whole 
dialogue. ]*'or tlie j)ies(‘nt he ju'oposes that the “ j^rofessionals “ 
shall now take up the argument at this point. and decide the question 
whether one needs to learn every kind of “ knowledge," or whether 
there is one special kncnvledge which conducts to happiness. Or, 
if they prefer, tiiey may go over the ground he has already covered 
and do so in a less amateurish fashion. Of course they do neither ; 
thc'ir object is siiri])ly epater les bourgeois, and Dionysodorus, the 
older of the two, sc'ts to wc:>rk at once to administer a thoroughly 
sensational shock. Can Socrates and the others, who profess to 
fec'l so much affection for Clinias, be serious in saying that they are 
anxious that lie shcuild become “ wise " ? For their language 
im})lies that he is not yet what they wish him to become. They 
say they want him to “ be no longer what he now is but to wisli 
a man to “ be no longer " is to wish that he may perish — a pretty 
wish on the part of one’s “ affectionate friends " {2S;^u-d). (Here 
again we are on Ideatic ground, and we see that it is not for nothing 
that Plato reminds us repeatedly that his two sophists had lived at 
'I’hurii. I'he argument that nothing can change, because that 
which “ becomes different " is becoming “ what it is nc^t," and 
therefore ])ecoming nothing at all, derives directly from Parmenides 
as sc^on as his physics are converted into logic, and, like the rest of 
the puzzles connected with it, only gets its solution when we come 
to tile distinction between absolute and relative not-being intro- 
duced in the Sopliisics. In our dialogue Plato is not stu'iously 
concerned with the solution of these difticulties ; what he is con 
corned with is the futility of regarding them as a ])reparation for 
the conduct of life, and the viorul levity of the professors who make 
a parade of them.) I'he immediate elfect of the sally of Dionyso- 
dorus is to call forth from Ctesippus, an older lad deeply 
attached to Clinias, an angry complaint of the “ falsity " of the 
accusation, and this gives Kuthydemus an opening for airing his 
principal piece of “wi.sdom," which we have already met in the 
Cratylns — the doctrine that all statements are true, or, as he puts 
it now, that “ it is impossible to speak falsel5^" for the reason that 
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whenever you make a statement, you must either be sayinf; “ what 
is '' or saying what is not.” In the first case, you are telling 
the truth, for to ” say what is,” is truth-speaking. As for the 
second case, ” what is not ” is just nothing at all, and no one can 
speak and yet say ” nothing ” ; whoever speaks at all is saying 
something J he regular corollary is promptly drawn 

that ovK cVtu' di'r/Aeyetr, IK) mail caii contradict anotluT, since tliere 
can be no contradiction unless both partii's are s|)eaking of the 
same ” tiling ” (the logical su])ject must be the same in the two state- 
ments). But since you cannot speak of a thing ” as it is not,” 
in the case of apparent contradiction, one or both jxirtits would 
have to be speaking of ” what is not,” and this is iin[>ossible. If 
tiie two parties are making significant statements at all, siiu'e such 
statements must be st.itemeiits of " wliat is.” they must l>e talking 
about two ditferent subjects, and so there is no contradiction 

It is characteristic of S<HTat<‘S that lu' insists at oiua* on calling 
attention to the praciical bettring> of this piece of logical paradox. 
It implies that two men cannot even think contr.idictory {im- 
positions ; if a false statement is impossibit', mental error is 
impossil)](‘ too, and from this it follows tliatno one can C(uninit an 
error in practice (ita/mpTaytn' omi n -rintTry), and the claim of th(' 
brotliers to Ik; able to teach goodn(‘ss must tlierefore be an t'mpty 
one, for their t< aching is sujierfluous.- Dionysodorus eludc‘S the 
difficulty partly by insisting tluit his {in'seiit assertion should be 
considered on its own merits independently of anything he may 
have said before, and partly liy catching at the j)hrast‘ which 
Socrates has u>ed. that he cannot imdiu'stand what the stati'inent 
” means ” (ioth). How can a stati'ineiit be said to ” mean ” 
anything ? 'J he conversation is ra{)idly degeiKTating into mere 
{XTsonalities (Aoteo/^e/) w'lien S'K:rat<‘s saws th(‘ situati«m bv 
repeating his former suggestion that the eminent wits from Tliiirh 
an^ still (July engaged on the "fun ” which is to introduce their 
serious wisdom, fhey need to be pressed a little more, ami we 
shall then get at last to the earmsst. I'his gives him an excuse 

' Note lliat al Sot rale -i <le>t i ihes tliH paradox as "stale,' and 

as»:ril»es it to " )ia> .iml men of ;i still earlier date," as, in fact, it does 

follow from the /iurpoi' doctrine. '1 his should dispose of tlie fanev that 

Ant ist henf.s is ‘^pet ainird at in the dialogno. I he *' .still older " person 

meant is Mv I’arnu iitdo , v\}i.» exjn*'S'-!v dj-nu's that " wliat is not " 

fan ht? spoken or nnrned 

* h.xaclly tie* sariir y.oirU is ur^cfl aRainst I’rotaRoras at I heaett't. iCi r~c 
Pint in lliat diaPiRue, wlifro Plato’s main juirposo is epi.sttunoh lyiral, Socrates 
is careful to consider wln ther Piotayora-v might not make a rejoinder to this 
(.riticism ( OK)f/-ro8(,), and t'> axaniim- the soundness of the rejoinder (i 71c 
lyib, 

^ 1 he quibble turns fui the uses of t)ic word voih, which signifies {a) to 
think, to intend, tf> j)ur])ose, f/q to mean or :.ir;ni/y. I he sojihist jireteiids to 
take the cxpressi<ai " your wf>rfls mean so-an<I so," in the sense that they 
inUmd " or " think," and ask.s how .anything but a ^vxv can possibly 
" think " anything. J here is the same eijuiviniiu: in the distinction in Pnglish 
between " to mean " and " to mean to " say or do something. 
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for returning to his own specimen of serious protreptic '' at the 
point where lie had left off. 

We saw that th(i one thing needful for the conduct of life is 
knowledge. But what kind of '' knowledge " ? Of course, the 
knowledge which will “ profit '' us, useful knowledge.'' Now 
what kind of knowledge is that ? It cannot be any kind of know- 
ledge w'hich merely teaches us how to produce something without 
also teaching us hi)w to use the thing we have produc(‘d. This 
enables us to dismiss at once all the specialized industrial arts, 
like that of the maker of musical instruments, none of wTich teach 
a man how to use the thing they have taught him to make. In 
particular, this consideration ajiplies to the art of the A.oyo7roak, which 
looks so imposing. We might think that this art of composing 
effect iv(* speeches is just tin* kind of knowledge we need for th(‘ 
conduct of life, since it teaches us how to make the “ charm or 
“ sjiell ” which is pott‘nt against those most deadly of enemies, 
angry and prejudiced dicasteries and ecclesiae. ^'et, after all, 
the important thing is to know how to use the “ spell," but the 
koyoTTouU onlv teaches you how to make it.^ There might be sonu‘- 
thing to say for the soldier’s profession, the art of catching a human 
prey ; but, after all, the hunter does not know how to use the game 
he captures, but has to })ass it on to the cook or restaurateur ; and 
in the same way the commander who " captures " a city or an 
army has not learned from his profession what to do with his 
ca])ture when he has made it. The military art, then, is clearly 
not the supreme art needed for the right conduct of life (288^/- 

Incidentally we iKjte that the claim of any of the purely specula- 
tive branches of knowledge, the mathematical sciences, has been 
disposed of b}^ this criticism. The mathematicians also are, in 
their way, " hunters " on the trail of “ realities " (ra orra). But 
though their hmy pd^jL^iara (here again the word means " proofs " 

* The point iicre, as in the Gordias, which classes “ rhetoric " with " swim- 
ming " as a device for preserving your life, is that the patron of the XoyoTrouSj 
is nonnally one of the well-to-do minority of whom the I’ericlean democracy 
were naturally siis])icioMs precisely because democracy really meant the 

expkfitation ” of this class for the benefit of the " proletarian.” From the 
well-to-do victim’s point of view, effective public speaking is exactly wliat it 
is called here, a ” spell ” to put the watchful, hostile bduii of democracy to 
sleep : from the democrat’s point of view, it is a trick by wdiich tlie fxKTodijuoi 
gulls the simple citizens into taking liim h>r the " ]H‘opie's friend.” 

* Socrates is made to assert that lliis criticism was delivered by t'liiiias 
on his own account : ('rito thinks sin h a mere hoy could not have shown such 
acuteness, and hint^ tliat the rem.irk must really have come from Socrates 
himself (290^). I his is dramatically in keejung with the picture Plato h:is 
draw'll of ('ritc) — a dull, honest man. j^ut the real point is that the ” pro- 
treptic ” of Socrates is ellective in the right way ; it elicits from a younger 
mind flashes of insight which would liave been impossible but fin the way 
in whicli the preceding cjiiestions have led up to them. This is the true 
answer to th(‘ criticism of Grote that anyone can ask puzzling questions. 
The peculiarity of the Socratic question is not to be puzzling, but to be 
enlightening. 
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rather than “ figures ”) “ find ” the quarry, the niathcmalicians 
do not know how to ''treat '' it ; tliat task, if they have any sense, 
they leave to the the critical })hil<)so|)lier.* On 

scrutiny, the " art " whicii seems to liave the best claims to suprem- 
acy is the ISairiXiKij r£\r»/. the “art of the king," t.t\ statesman 
ship. If there is any “ speciality “ which can st^cure happiiirss. 
it should certaiiilv be that of the man who kn()W> how to govern 
and administer the community (since, of course, no oiu' (‘\('t'pt a 
paradox-mongtT would dtuiy that “ human wtll-lu ing “ is what all 
true statesinansliip takes as its end). But with this n'sn/t \^'t‘ st‘ein 
to have come round in a complete circle to the sanu' point fioin 
which our argument set out. It is clear that statesmanship 
(»; TToAmK-iy rt'v'/y) is the supreme master-art ; general and otlier 
functionaries are only servants of the statesman, lb* //.scs, as 
means to his end the well-being of the state victory in war and 
all the otlu'r nssults wlucli tht‘ gmerals and tlie rest ; and we 

have seen alreadv in tlu' (. 'hifylus that the art which uses a product 
is always the master-art in niation to those whi(ii madt* the product. 
Hut thV statesman too has somt-thing to })rodiu'(‘ ; hr uses the 
products (d all the other “craftsmen" as means to ])ro(huing 
something himsrlf, and this something must be something bent'- 
ficial, and thrndore good. Now we had already satisfied ourselves 
that knowlrdgr is the only thing which is urK'onditionally good. 
Hence, if statesmanship is really the art of th(‘ conduct of life, such 
results as wealth, civic indej»en(l< nee, freedom from party strih.*, 
must be its mere by-products ; its main product must l)e wisdom 
and goodiu'ss. Yet what wi.vdom and goodness (bus tnu' stat(‘S“ 

manship ])roduce in those on whom it is exercised ? It does not 

aim at making them all “ good “ slHuanakers or “ good “ carpenters, 
or " good ’’ at any other special calling. Ap|)arently we must 
say that the knowledge which the art c>f tlu' statesman j)roduc(*s in 
us is the knowledge of itself. But what u.^e do we make of this 
knowledge of statesmanship ? Perhaps its use is that it t‘nai)les us 
to make other men good. But tlien we come back to the old 

question, “ Good at whai ? " We seem to liav'e reached the con- 

clusion that happiness depends on knowing liow to make other 
men good at knowing how to make yet olluT men (and so on uU 
indefiniium) good at knowing ... no one* can say preci.^ely what 
(291^-292^). 

* The point f)ec:ome.'> clenr if wo think of the relation of a I*\‘lfiaeoi(‘an 
geometer U) tlie typical Zeno. 'J he mathematicians “ tiack ' 01 

" hunt (](nvn ” trutli.s like the Tythafifwcan lhe<<rem. hut tlu'v are .so far from 
kn(;winp wh;.t to “ do with them " th.U it is left for a hk<* Zeno 

to show that tlie discovery itself lead^ to con^.e<iiiences which are fatal to 
some fd the })ostulates of tlic* I Vthacore.in gcMjnKUer (swell as the incommen- 
surability of the “ side " and the “ tliaKonal ”). 1 he last W'ord on the 

question what can t^e " made of " the results of tlu' sciences rests with tlu* 
critical “ metaphysician," who has to test the claims of these sciences to give 
a finally satisfactory account of “ the real." Note the complete acceptance 
here of the " primacy of the t>ractical reason," which is as characteristic 0/ 
Socrates and Plato as of Kant. 
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The serious positive purpose of the argument, which has in- 
cidentally slipped into becoming a direct conversation between 
Socrates and Oito, is not hard to discover. The knowledge on 
which the right conduct of life and the right government of men 
alike depend is not knowledge of the way to meet any one particular 
type of situation or to discharge any one particular calling or 
function ; it is knowledge of good, or, to put the point in more 
modern phraseology, knowledge of absolute moral values. On the 
Socratic assumption tliat knowledge of this kind is always followed 
by corresponding action, and is therefore the only knowledge which 
is guaranteed against all possible misuse, the cjuestion for what we 
are to use it becomes superfluous ; we do not “ use " it as a means 
to some ulterior end at all, we simply act it out. To put the matter 
in the Greek way, every “ art " is an “ art of opposites ; that is, 
may be used for a Ixid as well as for a good end. The special know- 
ledge of toxicology which makes a man a nKalical specialist may 
also make him a dangerous secret poisoner. 'Hie intimate know- 
ledge of the Stock Exchange and share market which makes a 
man an excellent trustee for the fortune of his ward will also 
make him a particularly dangerous “ fraudulent trustee " if he 
applies it for dishonest ends. But “ knowledge of the good " 
is in a unique jiosition which distinguislu‘s it from all special 
professional or technical knowledge, the thing with which the 
“ sophists " and their pupils regularly confuse it. It too, 
in a sense, is “ of opposites. since to know what is good in- 
volves knowing that what is incompatible with good must be evil. 
But. on Socratic principles, this knowledge is not a knowledge of 
o[)p()sites in the sense that it can be put to either of two opposite 
uses, a good one and a bad one. The jxisscssion of the knowledge 
carries along with it the possession of the “ good will.” W’e thus 
recover the fundamental positions of the Socratic ethics from the 
apparently fruitless argument. The reason why the positive result is 
not stated is simply that the object of Socrates’ ” protreptic ” is 
not to do another man's thinking for him and present him with 
ready-made ” results,” but to stimulate him to think along the 
right lines for himself, so that when the ” result ” emerges, it 
comes as a personal conviction won by a genuine personal exercise 
of intelligence. Hence Socrates is represented as breaking off at 
the point we have reached, and appealing to the two distinguished 
strangers to helj) liim out of the ” squall ” in which he seems to be 
threatened with shipwreck. As we should expect, they do nothing 
of the kind, but fall to tluur old trick. Si^crates does not need any 
help, for they will prove to him that he already has the knowledge 
for which he is s{.‘eking. He knows some things, ergo he has know- 
ledge ; but one cannot both have knowledge and not have it, ergo 
he knows everything. And so, for the matter of that, does every 
one else (293a -c). Ihithydemus and his brother have, in fact, a 
sort of univcTsal infallibility ; they know all trades and the answers 
to all the most trilling speculative questions. This, says Socrates, 
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must be the great truth to which all that has gone before was the 
playful prelude.^ 

From this point onwards the dialogiit^ l)ecomes increasingly 
farcical as the two brothers go on to di-velop one absurdity after 
another, until Socrates, the only member of the company who has 
preserved his gravity, tak(‘S his leave of them with many iionical 
compliments and the advice to take care, in their own int<‘rests. not 
to cheapen the price of their wisdom by too many public exliilations. 
There is no need to follow in detail tlu* whole serii's of ludic rou-' 
paralogisms which precedes this fnuilc. Aristoth' t(Hmd good 
materia] in it for liis own study of fallacies, but }*iato’s object is 
ethical rather than logical, as lias been already said.* 1 he extrenit' 
absurdity of the performances by which the bnuliers follow up the 
second and more important part of the “protreptic " argumc'iit are 
merely meant to throw that section of the dialogue into the strong(*st 
relief. The one comment it may be worth while to make is that the 
.standing rule of “ eristic,'’ by whicli the res]^<mdent is exprct< <l to 
reply to each question (‘xacily as it lias hvm pm. without rai-.ing 
any'objection to its form or qualifying his answer by the introdiic* 
tion of any distin^KO, how<*ver simjtle, of itself provides < X(’ej)iional 
opportunity for the perpetration of ( very kind of “ fallacy in the 
diction.” From this point of view much of tin* dialogue might lx.' 
.said to be a criticism of the method of epu'stion and answtT as a 
vehicle of philosophic thought. It is clear, and Ida to may have 
meant to hint this, that the method is tht^ m(»t tmeertain of 
weapons unless tlie qii(\stiont*r combines intelligimce with abso- 
lutely good faitli ; this is why it may be a jiowerful wea}>on of 
criticism in the Iiands of Socrates, but is nothing but an instru- 
ment of sophistry in tliose of a Kuthydeimis whose only object is to 
make men stare. 

At the end of Socrates' narrative, Plato adds a sort of apjxmdix. 
a page or two of direct conversation between Socrates and (Tito. 
(.Tito observes that the remark Iiad already Ix tui made him by a 
certain writer of s})ceches for the law-courts who fancied himself a 
” great wit ” (Trai u that the disgraceful s('ene in I lie Lvc' uni 

was enough to show tliat ” philusof>Iiy ” is ” mere waste of lime ” 
(oijScv TTpiiy/m), for the profes-sionals who had just l)een making 
egregious fools of themselves were actually among its most (‘ininent 

^ \Vf.* are .still dealing with the misuse of I'Jeatic d(K'triiie. 1 he proof of 
the infallibility of every one is made to turn on the principle of contiadictirjn 
plus the negl»'ct of qualifying conditions. W'e cannot l>oth have kno\v!e(lge 
and not have it ; if you know anything, you have knowledge*, and therefore 
have all knowdedge. I his is just the Identic doctrine that there is no half \va\' 
house between " what is " and blank nonentity, transferred from physic s 
to logic. Whenever w'c come on dvnXoyiKoL we are safe in looking for the 
influence of Zeno. 

* Note that at Socrates, without any exphi nation, fall.'i into the 

technical language of the so called “ ideal " theory wdien hr* says that Ka\d 
wpdypMTa are dilferent from aOrb rb KaXby, though a certain KdWos " is present " 
to them, and that this peculiar Socratic use of the word waptiyai is even made 
the subject of a jest. 
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living representatives. The critic who made the remark was not 
himself a political man, nor had he ever addressed a law-court, 
but had th(i reputation of being a skilled professional composer of 
s])eeches for litigants (3046-3050). Socrates replies that these men, 
who, as Prodicus once said, are on the border-line between politics 
and philosophy, are always jealous of the j)hilosopher ; they think 
h(' keef)s them out of rightful recognition. I'he truth is, that the 
man who tries to combine two callings is regularly inferior in 
both to the man who confines himself to one. If the philosophic 
life and the life of affairs are botli good things, the man who tries 
to play both parts is certain to be inferior in each to the specialist 
in his own line (305^-506^/). 

It has naturally been susj)ected that then* some personal 
allusion underl3nng these remarks, and the view has often been taken 
tliat J^lato is aiming a shaft on his own account at his rival Isocrates. 
It is true, of course, that during the lih^time of Socrates, Isocrates 
was known only as a Xoyoy/)d</>oq or composer of spt'cches for the 
courts, but that some time early in the fourth century he gave up 
this [)rofession for that of })rcsiding over a regular institution for 
tlie preparation of young men of promise for a political career. 
It is true also that Isocrates called the kind of education he bestowed 
on his pupils his “ philosoph\3*’ and that he affected to look down 
on the severely scientific studies of Plato’s Academ}^ as “ useless ” 
and impractical. From Plato’s point of view, it would be highly 
(i pn)f)os to speak of Isocrates as “ on the border line " between a 
politician and a ])hiloso])her, and inferior to each in his own depart- 
ment ---except that one might doubt whether Plato did really think 
Isocrat(‘s inferior in statesmanship to the commonplace Athenian 
nu'ii of affairs of his own time. 

Yet 1 think the identification quite impossible. At the date 
indicated b\" all the allusions of the luithydcmus Isocrates would 
still \x) no mont than a lad, whereas the person spoken of by Crito 
is alread}^ a Xt^yoy/xu/^os of established repute. Still less could 
Socrates, at this date, be supposed to anticipate that Isocrates 
would some day lay claim to the reputation of a philosopher. (The 
case is rather different with the express references of the Phaedrus 
to Isocrates, since, as we shall see, the date of that dialogue is 
supposed to be later.) We must suppose Socrates to be alluding 
rather to some well-known figure of the time of the Archidamian 
war. d'here is no n'ason why there should not have been more 
than one personage of the age to which Callicles and Thras\nuachus 
belong who fancied himself as a blend of the philosophical thinker 
and tlu‘ practical “ statesman.” The remains of Antiphon ” the 
sophist,” for example, suggest b}^ their character that he might 
perhictly well be the person intended, and we know from a notice 
preserved hy Xenophon ^ that he was among the acquaintances of 

* Xen. Mem. i. (>. It Is important to note, as Professor Burnet has 
done, that the information cannot depend on Xenophon’s personal recollec- 
tions, but must have been taken from some source describing Socrates he 
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Socrates. It is true that there is no <lirect proof that lie was a 
v\Titor of speeches for the law-courts, but thi'ie is no reason why he 
may not have been. In fact, it does not seem to me by any means 
established that Antiphon the " sophist ” and Antif'lion of Riiamnus. 
tlie famous politician and distinct persons.* 

And I ft'el sure that we have no rii^lit wantonly to attribute to Plato 
the anachronisms which a refereiK.a' to Isocrates in our dialogue 
would imply, nor is there, in point of fact, anv ri'al evideiu'e that 
there ever was any personal ill-feeling between l>ocrates and Plato.* 
The real object of the passage is probably .-irnplv to recognize the 
fact tliat to a good nianv persons the ditileclic of Socrates must have 
.seemed much on a par with the fri\o!ities (»f buithytirmus and 
his brother, and to hint that, if we choose, we may di>c(»\'er the 
real differenct' In tween the two things fnun the dialogue itself, as 
we certainlv can. 


Se(‘ further : 

IviiTEK. C.— P/a/ea. i. 450 -462 : liuthvih }uiis\ 402 40^- Tha/v/ro'. 

RAFr>i R.H. -I'latois fhi.' ' i'phi I t;: ' 1 .h.l: . 137 133. 
Stcw.vkt, ]. A. Pidti’ ■ Ih\(iriur c/ IJtiis, 33 ei 

WARHriv'i, M /urt zu»! Kf //v/r5. (l'»eiiin, lo-'o.) 

wa.s at the liiae <a' the ,\Tchi(lamian war. I hi,•^ it all the near liiaerit al 

value. 

^ 'i he question sli aihi j.-rohriMy lx* <!(•< itlcl if '!(■< ii!r<I at all <i!i Ini^.:ui.'aie 
and .st\ lislic ^^roiind^. 1 'ut are the reniaijis <d the sophi-t " ext'-nov-e enou^di 
to j.K‘rniit of eiiectiv'c eoiuparison with tli</se <•/ the And t<j 

what extent should we expect t(j Imd a (‘xhihitni^ in liis 1 Minp"-^!- 

tif)!!.*. for the courts tlic [x t'uliarities of Ids peis'Uiai lit(‘rary st\ lo ' rr<yf»*ss(tr 
S. Luria calls my attention in jiartieular to two artie'c.s hy IhLUione in the 
Retidiamti del A’. Istituto Lmw- trd. di scu’n'e, loio. }qc 507 f.. 735 it., as estab- 
lishing the non-identity of the two men. 1 regr<‘t tliat 1 ha\ e not nnsclf 
.seen the.se es.says. 

^On this point see the remarks of Unmet. OoeA' Phil> ■<>[ hv, Pa>t 1 .. j i 3. 
Isocrate.s may liave enjoyed aiming his shafts at the Arademu m.it launat ies, 
but the dc'libcrate adojui;<n of Iso. ratean trie ks ejf .style in tie* .S '*'hi and 
the other later dialogue^, seems to sh<tw that Plato is not likely to liavx* borne 
him any malice on account of his inability to appr(*ciate science. 



CHAPTER VI 


SOCRATIC DIALOGUES : GORGIAS, ME:N0 

Gorgius is a much Jong»T work than any we have yet 
considered, and [)n-sents us with an exposition of the Socratic 
morality so charged with passionate feeling and expressed 
with such moving eloquence that it has alwa 3 "s been a prime 
favourite with all lovers of great ethical literature. The moral 
fiu'vour and splendour of the dialogue, however, ought not to blind 
us, as it has Idinded most writers on Platonic chronology, to certain 
obvious indications that it is a youthful work, earlier in composition, 
perhaps, than some of those with which we have Ix'en concerned. 
We might have interred as much from the mere fact that Plato 
has adopted the form of the direct dialogue for so considerable a 
work, and thus missed the chance of giving us a description of the 
personality of Gorgias to compare with his elaborate portrait of 
ITotagoras. Personally. I cannot also help feeling that, with all 
its moral splendour, tjie dialogue is too long : it “ drags." The 
Plato of the Protagoras or Republic, as I fed, w’ould have known 
how to secure the same effect with less expenditure of words ; 
th(‘re is a diffuseness about our dialogue which betrays the hand 
of the prentice, though the prentice in this case is a Plato. For 
this n-ason T think it a mistake in principle to k)ok, as some have 
done, for an (*thical advance in doctrine as we pass from the 
Protagoras to the Gorgias. As we shall see when we come to deal 
with the Protagoras, the ethical doctrine of the dialogues is identical 
and it is inconci‘i\ able to me that any reader of literar}" sensibility 
can doubt which of the two is the product of a riper mastery of 
dramatic art. Beyond this general statement that the Gorgias must 
be an early work, and prol)ably a work dating not many years after 
the death of Socrates, 1 do not think it safe to hazard any con- 
jecture as to the date of comjx)sition.^ 

‘ Wc shall sr(‘ wlion wc come to deal with the Reptd^lic that it, and con- 
sequently ail}' dialogues wliich preccilc it, must he dated not much Liter than 
ySy, within twelve years of Socrates' death. If the Gordias falls carlv in this 
period, we must place its composition quite soon after that event, while the 
feelings connected with it were still in their first freshness in Plato’s mind. 
I’rnfessor W ilarnowitz-Moellendorf, in his Plato, i. 221. ii. 94-103, makes an 
ingenious attenq>t at a more exact dating. He starts from the curious inis- 
ejuotation of 1 Mmiar’.s well-known lines about i'6/ios, as given by all our best MSS. 
at Gorgias 484/^ (where the text has been corrected back again in all the ]>rintcd 
editions). He rightly, as it st'ems to me. holds that the misquotation is what 
Plato actually wrote, and then goes on (again, 1 believe, rightly) to infer from 

roj 
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It is unusually difficult to determine the date at which the 
conversation is supposed to be held. It has sometimes been sup- 
posed that a reference made by Socrates to some occasion when he 
was a member of the committee of the fSovXy w'ho had to preside 
over the meetings of the iKKX 7 )tna, and raised a laugh by his ignor- 
ance of the formalities to be observed in putting the question " 
{Gorg. 473^), has to do with the events ol t/ie trial of the generals at 
Arginusae, wliere we know from both Plato and Xenophon that 
Socrates actually was one of the jm'siding committee. If this 
interpretation were certain, we should have t(j suppose*, the con- 
versation to fall somewhere in the last year of the Peloponnesian 
war, when Athens was fighting with her back to the wall for her 
very existence. There are certainly no signs in the dialogue that 
this situation is presujq^osed ; it s(*ems rather to be taken for 
grant(!d tliat the political and commercial life of the city is in a 
normal condition. Moreover, as Burnet has said, tht* democracy 
was in no laughing mood at the trial of the generals, and we thus 
seem forced to suppose that the reference is to some unknown 
incident which happened on some former occasion when Socratt^s 
was a member of thu /iovXr/.^ On the other side, it would appear 
from the opening sentences of the dialogue that Socrat(‘S is as yet a 
complete stranger to (h^rgias and his profession, and this suggests 
that Gorgias is in Athens for the first time. 'I'liere s('(‘ms no good 
reason to deny the statement of Diodorus Siculus that Gorgias 
visited Athens first as a member of the embassy sent thither by his 
native city, Leontini, in the year 427, and such a date w'ould fit in 
very w^ell with certain other indications in the work, e.g. the refer- 
ence to the “ recent " death of Pericles, ^ and the statements about 
the almost despotic power of the Athenian demagogue.^ (These 
w'ould suit the time when the place of Pericles was being taken by 
Cleon and men of his stamp to perfection.) Possibly, too, the date 

Libanius’ Apology of Socrates that the accusation of misquoting I’indar had 
ligured in the pamphlet of Polycrates against Socrates publislied somewhere 
about 393. His final inference is that the accusation was based on this 
passage of the Gorgias, which must thus be anterior to the j)amphlet ol 
Polycrates. I hope to suggest reasons for believing that the misquotation 
in Plato is conscious and made for a legitimate purpose. At tiiis point I 
merely wish to observe that it cannot have been the foundation of an accusa- 
tion again.st the memory of Socrates for two conclusive reasons : (i) that in 
any case a misquotation in Plato would be no proof of anything against 
Socrates, and (2) that the person who is made by Plato to misquote Pindar is 
not Socrates, but Callicles, who is arguing against him. Polycrates, to judge 
from the line Isocrates takes with him (Isoc. xi. 1-8), was pretty much of a 
fool, but it is hard to believe that he could have used a misquotation put by 
Plato into the mouth of Callicles to damage the reputation of Socrates. At 
the same time, I feel no doubt that the Gorgias was written as early as Pro- 
fessor Wilamowitz holds, and most probably earlier. 

1 This is quite compatible with the statement of Apology, 326 1 . Socrates 
says there that he has been a member of the pouXi/j. He does not say that he 
had only served once in that capacity. See Burnet’s note in loc. cit. The best 
historians hold that Xenophon has made a slip in saying that Socrates was the 
iiriffTdTT)^ at the famous trial. 

* Gorgias, 503c. » Ibid. 466c. 
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would not be too early for the allusion to the handsome Demus, 
the son of Plato’s own stepfather Pyrilampes, as a reigning beauty, 
though there may be a very small anachronism here since Aristo- 
phanes first mentions the craze for Demus in the Wasps, which 
belongs to the year 422.^ On the other side, again, we find the 
Antiape of Euripides quoted as a well-known and popular work,^ 
and the date of that tragedy seems to be c. 408. The career of 
Archclaus of Macedon, again, conies in for a good deal of discussion,^ 
and it has commonly been inferred from Thucydides that his reign 
did not begin until 414-413, though disputed successions and the 
simultaneous existences of several pretenders to the crown were so 
common in Macedonia that we cannot build very confidently on 
such data. It is very unfortunate that we have no independent 
information about Caliicles of Acharnac, who appears in the dialogue 
as a cultivated and ambitious young man who has lately entered 
political life, though the mere fact tliat Plato specifies his deme is 
enough to show that he is an actual man, and not, as has been 
sugg(‘sled, an alias for some one. If he really attempted to act 
up to the Nietzschian tlu^ories ascribed to him in the dialogue, it 
may not be wonderful that no record of his career has survived. 
In the names which Plato gives as those of his immediate associates 
we recognize some which were prominent in the second half of the 
great war, but, of course their early days would belong to its 
first half. On the whole, the arguments for an early dramatic 
date seem to preponderate, though the references to the Antiope 
and the usurpation of the Macedonian crown by Archelaus, 
esp(‘cially the second, seem to create a little difficulty.^ 

I'lic characters of the dialogue besides Socrates are four — Gorgias, 
the famous orator ” of Leontini, whose well-known rhetorical 
devices for adding pomp and glitter to language represent the first 
stage in the develo])ment of a literary prose style rising above 
colloquialism or bald narration of matter of fact and yet remaining 
prose; Polus of Agrigentum, his enthusiastic disciple and admirer; 
Caliicles of Acharnac?, of whom we only know what Plato has 
thought fit to tell us ; and Chaerephon, the lean, impetuous, and 
apparently rather superstitious companion of Socrates, whom 

* Gorgias, ^8 id, Arlstoph. Wasps, 89. 

* Gorgias, 484^-486^/. Since Aristotle appears to have been the first person 
to attempt to construct a chronology of the Attic drama by making a collection 
of didascaliae, I should have attached no importance to this particular point 
but for the fact that if the commonly accepted view about the date of the 
Antiope is correct Plato must pretty certainly have seen the performance 
himself. 

® Ibid, ^jod-^jid. 

*Thc way in which Nicias is mentioned at 472a certainly seems to assume 
that he is living and at the very height of his prosperity. This would 
exclude any date much later than the sailing of the Syracusan expedition in 
413. The difficulties seem to me to be created by the very wealth of topical 
allusions for which the dialogue is remarkable. It would be very hard, in 
the absence of something like the complete files of a newspaper, to make so 
many of these allusions without falling into a small error here or there, and 
there were no newspapers or gazettes at Athens. 
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Aristophanes finds so useful as a butt.^ The precise scene is not 
indicated ; apparently it is not in the house of Callicles, who is 
acting as host to the distinguished visitor, but in some public place 
where Gorgias has been giving a display of his gifts.- The ostensible 
subject of the conversation must be carefully distinguished from 
the real subject. Prof('ssedly the question propounded for dis- 
cussion is the new speciality which Gorgias has introduced to 
Athens, the art of impressive speech ; the points to be decided are 
whether it is really an art at all, and if it is, whether it is, as 
(iorgias claims, the queen of all other “ arts." But to discover 
the real obj(Xt of the work we need to look carefully at the general 
construction of the argument, and particularly at the end of the 
whole composition. If we do this, wc find that the dialogue really 
consists of thn'e successive convt'rsations of Socrates with a singh* 
interlocutor ; it has, so to say, three scenes, each with two " actors." 
In the first conversation between Socrates and Gorgias the topic 
of conversation really is the character and worth of the " rhetori- 
cian’s " art ; in the* second. Ix'twiHUi Socrates and Polus, we find 
that the rival estimates of the worth of rhetoric depend on sharply 
contrasted ethical convictions about the true happiness of man. 
In tlie final conversation with Callicles, where the tone of th(‘ dialogue 
reaches its level of highest elevation, all secondary qiu'stions have 
fallen completely into the background and we are left with the 
direct and absolute conflict between two competing theories of life, 
each repres(.‘nted by a striking personality. The true object of the 
whole work thus emerges : it is to pit a typical life of devotion to 
the supra-personal good against the typ>ical theory and practice of 
the " will to power " at its best. We are to see how the tlu‘ory of 
the " will to power," expound(‘d by a thoroughly capable, intelligent, 
and far from merely ignoble champion, like Callicles, and the 
" practice " of it as embodied in Periclean Imperialism look from 
the point of view of a Socrates, and also how the convictions and 
career of a Socrates look to the intelligent worshipper of " strength " ; 
and when we have looked at each party with the eyes of the other, 
we are to be the judges between them. IJfe and the way it should 
be lived, not the value of rhetoric, is the real theme, exactly as the 
real tlamie of the Republic is not the merits and demerits of com- 
peting political and economic systems, but " righteousness, tcunper- 
ance, and judgment to come." ^ 

* For the leanness, ei. Aiisto})h. Clouds, 502-503 ; for the im})etuoiisncss, 
Apolofyy, '2in, a<l)odp6s tcfl nr l opfiriaetev ; for the superstition, Aristo])li. Birds, 
1553 tt., where his taste for tilings ghostly is burlesqued by making him the 
fraudulent confederate who plays the “ spirits '' in Socrates' seances. 

2 Or perhaps we arc to sujipose that Socrates and Callicles mi'ct in the 
street, and that the scene changes tcj the house of Callicles after the opening 
courtesies. 

^ 'I'he Gordias stands in sharp contrast with the greatest of the dialogues 
in respect of the w'ay in which the three sections of which the argument consists 
are marked otf, like scenes on the Greek or h'rench stage, liy the putting 
forward of a mwv respondent to bear the brunt of the argument. Where his 
dramatic genius is at its highest, Plato is accustomed to interweave the 
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Formally the dialogue opens in a familiar way. Socrates is 
anxious to discover the precise character of the art or speciality 
(Tc'xi r;) professed by Gorgias, the art of rhetoric.'" It is, as 
Gorgias says (449^/), an art of “ speech " or discourse ” (ir€p\ 
Aoyovs), and as such it makes those who possess it skilled in “ speak- 
ing,"’ and therefore, since speech is the expression of thought or 
intelligence, makes them intelligent {hwarov^ (fipovtlr, 450a) about 
something. But this is far from an adequate definition. We 
may say that “ arts arc of two kinds : the operations of the 
one kind are wholly or chiefly manual, those of the other kind are 
purely or ])rincipally effected by koyoL, “ discourses (450^), a 
first intimation of the distinction, which becomes fundamental in 
Plato’s later dialogues and in the philosophy of Aristotle, between 
“ theoretical ” and practical ” sciences. Now rhetoric is not the 
only art ” of the second kind ; there are many others, such as 
theoretical and practical arithmetic {apLOp.r}TLKi] and Xnyto-TiKrj), 
geometry, medicine, and others, in which manual operations play 
no part or a subordinate one ; but Gorgias certainly does not mean 
to say that he teaches medicine or mathematics. To complete the 
definition we need to know what is the subject-matter with which 
the discourse ” of the* rhetorician is concerned, as the “ discourse "’ 
of the arithmetician is concerned with "" the odd and even ” (i,c. 
with the properties of the integer-series Gorgias thinkSv 

it enough to say that the subject-matter is “ the most important 
of human concerns ” (ra /leyKna rwv dy(^pu) 7 r€to)V 7rpay/xaro)r) , r" 
supreuK' intcTests of mankind."’ But a statement of this 
which attcuripts to define by means of a mere formula of laudcm^iy^ 
is ambiguous, since there are different opinions on the quesB^j^ 
what is the great concern ” of man. A physician might sa}^ thaP 
it is health, an economist or a business man that it is wealth. 
Hence, though Gorgias may be right in his estimate of his art, the 
estimate itself presupposes an answer to the ethical question what 
is the chief good for man (452^/). Gorgias replies that the chief 
good for man is IktvOipia, freedom, in the sense of having his own 
way and being able to impose his will on his fellow-citizens, and 
that it is rhetoric, the art of persuasive or plausible speech which 
produces this good (452^). Thus the thought is that “ power ” 
is the chief good and that rhetoric, the art of persuasion, is the 
supreme art, because, in the life of a city like Athens, persuasive 
eloquence is the great weapon by which the statesman acquires 
power ; the persuasive speaker gets his policy adopted by the 
eccle^ia, his financial schemes by the fSovXy, and successfully 
impeaches his opponents and defends his partisans before the 
dicasteria. The secret of a Pericles, for example, is simply his 
command over the resources of persuasive eloquence. Gorgias 
holds that he can teach this secret to a pupil, and that is why he 
regards his own rexvr; as the supreme achievement of the human 

threads of his plot more subtly. This, again, is a fair ground for an inference 
about the place of the dialogue in the series of Idato’s works. 
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intelligence.^ It should be noted that the hint is thus given early 
in the dialogue that the real problem to be discussed is the ethical 
question, not formally reached until we come to the scene in which 
Callicles is the respondent, wliether “ power,” unchecked frecalom to 
do as one likes and to make others do as one likes, is the highest 
good. The dispute about the “merits” of the art of rhetoric is 
wholly subser\ ient to this etliical pur})ose and is mainly introduced 
because, in a Gri'ck dt'inocracy, facility and persuasiveness in sj)eech 
were necessarily the chief instruments by which such ” power ” 
was to be attained.- 

We know now what Gorgias means by “ rhetoric ” : he nu'ans 
an “ art ” of persuasion. It is an “ art ” because it is, or claims 
to be, reducible to intelligible principles ; its (uid or aim is to 
“ persuade “ men to accept the views of the practitioner, and 
so to make tliem consenting instruments of his will. Jhit the 
definition has the fault of being too wide : it does not, in fact, 
state the specific differentia of the orator’s accomplishment. 
There are other “arts,” including that of the arithmetician, of 
which we might equally say tliat they are arts by which men arc 
persuaded to accept the specialist’s opinion, since they ” teacli ” 
us certain truths, and he who is taught is certainly persuaded of 
the tljings taught him. We must ask then, further, what kind 
of persuasion does rhetoric employ, and about what matters does 
it produce persuasion ? (454^7). Gorgias replies that rhetoric is 
the kind of persuasion employed “ before dicasts and mobs in 
g('ncral,” and that it persuades about “ matters of right and 
wrong,” i.e. it is the art of effective public speaking on ques- 
tions of morality (45^/^). This at once suggests an important 
distinction. Persuasion or conviction (to TricrreiWir) may be pro- 
duced by instruction or without it. In the first case, a man 
is not only persuaded to hold an opinion, he is led to know- 
ledge \ m the second, he is convinced but does not really know 
that his conviction is true. Now obviously a “ mob ” cannot b(‘ 
conducted to knowlc'dge on grave and complicated issues in the 
short time required for the delivery of an cfirctivc speech. Tlie 
orator, therefore, must be a practitioner of the? mere persuasion 
which does not produce real knowledg(\ We must expect, then, 

* \\e are certainly dealing li.'re witli a thesis actually maintained by 
(jorgias. bor in the Philchus, Prolarchus remarks [Phileh. 58^ b) that he 
had often heard Gorgias maintain that the art of 7>ersiiasion is tar siip)erior 
to all others, because the man who jiossesses it can make every one do hia 
will and do it voluntarily. Obviously the reference is not to the Goreia^^ 
itself (though 458c implies that an audience is present at the discussion), 
but to some statement actually made in a discourse of Gorgias. Gorgias 
452J ff. clearly refers to the same .statement and probably reproduces it 
with close fidelity. 

® We might say, in fact, that the great weakness of ancient democracy was 
that it really meant government by irresponsible orators, as modern demo- 
cracy tends to mean government by equally irresponsible “ pressmen.” 
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that such a man will not attempt to persuade his audience about 
matters which obviously demand special technical knowledge, 
such as naval and military engineering, but only about “ right and 
wrong (which are popularly held not to be questions for specialists). 
Yet, as Gorgias observes, the greatest naval and military con- 
structions of Athens — the dockyards, the harbours, the “ long walls ” 
— were undertaken not at the instigation of engineering specialists, 
but at that of Themistocles and Pericles, who were eminent 
“ orators,” but not engineers. In fact, you will find that before 
any public audience a skilful orator will always succeed in 
proving more ” convincing ” than an ” exi)ert ” who is no orator, 
even on questions which fall within the expert’s province. The 
” orator ” who knows nothing of medicine, for example, will always 
be more j)ersuasive, even on a medical question, than the medical 
specialist who is no orator. In general, the man who is merely 
an ” orator ” who understands his business will be able to pass 
himself off before the public as a consummate authority in matters 
where he has no real technical knowledge at all, and this is precisely 
the secret of his power. (The trick is that habitually employed 
in our own age by the able and eloquent advocate ” speaking from 
his brief.” and the view of Gorgias amounts to holding tliat states- 
manship is just a matter of consummate skill in speaking from a 
brief.) I'o be sure, bad men may cmj)loy this formidable weapon 
for the worst of ends, but that is not the fault of the teacher from 
whom they have learned to use it, but their own. It is as absurd 
to blame the teacher for a pupil’s abuses of the art as it would be 
to hold a boxer or fencing-master r('sponsil)lc for a foul blow struck 
by one of his pupils (435^f-457c). I'hus we see that Gorgias makes 
no claim to ” teach goodness.” It is important that his pupils 
should make a right, not a wrong, use of the weapons he teaches 
them to use, but his concern is merely to teach the ‘‘ manage ” of 
the weapons. 

There is an obvious weak point in this commendation of the 
orator’s art, and .Socrates fastens on it at once. The ” orator,” by 
Gorgias’ own account, is no ” expert,” and the ” mob ” or ” crowd ” 
before whom he succeeds in silencing the real expert are not experts 
either. Thus, on the sliowing of Gorgias himself, oratory is a 
device by which an ignorant man persuades an audience equally 
ignorant with himself that he understands a question better than 
the expert who really knows about it. Docs this apply to the 
moral issues with which the ” orator ” will be largely concerned ? 
Does he need to know no more about right and wrong, honour and 
dishonour, than about, naval engineering or medicine ? If he 
does need knowledge of this kind, where is he to get it, since Gorgias 
has explained that it is not his own business to impart it ? Gorgias, 
rather inconsistently, suggests that, in case of need, a pupil might 
incidentally get the knowledge of right and wrong from himself ; 
in any case, he needs to have it. The ” orator ” must be StWo?, 
” a moral man.” (If he were not, of course, he might make the 



110 


PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


worst use of his oratorical skill.) But if he is a moral man/* 
he will not have the wish to do wrong. At this rate, a true orator 
would never abuse his skill, and this seems inconsistent with tlie 
former contention that when an orator does misuse his art, the 
blame lies with himself and not with his teacher {^^yc-46ib). 

So far our results have come to this : it has at least been sug- 
gested that a statesman, who owes his })ower in a democracy to 
skill in persuasion, need not be an expert in any of the technical 
arts, but does require sound moral principles, though it is not 
quite clear how he is to come by them. Here Gorgias retires from 
the argument, and his place is taken by his younger disciple and 
admirer Pol us, who is prepared to break with conventional views 
about morality, as the respectable (iorgias is not. According to 
Polus, Socrates has taken an unfair advantage of tlie conventional 
modesty which had led Gorgias to disclaim the status of a pro- 
fessional teacher of right and wrong. The disclaimer was a mere 
piece of good maniKTS. and Socrates has himself committed a 
breach of manners in pretending to take it seriously. Polns also 
insists that Socrates shall play the part of “ respondent and 
submit his own dcTinition of rhetoric for examination, as Socrates, 
in fact, is quite willing to do. According to this definition, which 
opens the second of the three sections of the dialogue, rhetoric is 
not an “ art,** a matter of expert knowledge, at alL It is a mere 
einj)irical “ knack ** (c/uTrc/pia, rpifty]), and more precisely, a 

knack of giving pleasure ** (402^). In this respect it is like 
confectionery. The confectioner pleasc‘s the palates of his cus- 
tomers by a clever combination of flavours, and the “ orator *’ 
in the same way “ tickles the ears of the groundlings *’ by attractive 
combinations of words and phrases. It is meant that neither 
confectionery nor oratory is really an application of rational prin- 
ciple's ; you cannot lay down rules for either, since both are mere 
tricks of gratifying the tastes of a body of patrons, and in each case 
the trick depends on nothing more scientific than a tact which 
cannot be taught but only picked up by long personal experience 
of successes and failures. There is thus nothing “ fine *’ about 
either ; they arc both branches of a “ knack ” for which the proper 
name is koXcikuu, “ humouring the moods of a patron,** ^ “ acting 
the parasite.*' 

We may, in fact, distinguish four species of this KoXa/cfta, 
each of which is a spurious counterfeit or “ ghost ’* (u^uAov) of a 
real science' or art. We start from the now familiar Socratic con- 

^ '1 he word must nut be translated “ flattery." 'J'lie. successful demagogue 
often scores his point better by "slanging" his audience than by flattering 
them. In the language of the fifth century, K6\a^ meant what the new 
coiiK'dy calls vapdaLTos, the ' trencherman " or sycophant or toady who keeps 
his place at a great man's table by compliance with his moods, like the 
hangers-on of Gaunt House in J'hackeray. The thought of Socrates is 
that the ‘ statesman " who supposes himself to be imposing his will on the 
many-headed monster is merely adroitly " pandering " to the creature's 
lusts. This is the verdict of philosophy on all successful " opportunism." 
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ception of the “ tending ” of a thing. There is a double art ot 
tending the body, that is, of keeping it in a state of health and 
fitness, and a corresponding double art of tending the soul. In the 
case of tlic body, the two arts of “ lending have no common 
name ; they are those of “ gymnastic,” bodily culture (which sets 
up the ideal of true bodily ” fitness ”), and medicine (whose function 
it is to restore the ” unfit to health). The art of ” tending ” the 
soul has a single name ; it is called TroXiTiKy), “ statesmanship ” : 
but it also has two branches, legislation (vofiofkTiKy), which sets 
the standard of spiritual health, and ” justice ” (or righteousness, 
^LKaio(n'vti), which corrects and repairs distasc in the soul. Each 
of these four is a genuine art ; it aims at the good or true best con- 
dition of body or soul, and thus rests on a scientific knowledge of 
good and evil. The regulations of ” gymnastic ” and medicine 
arc based on knowledge of what is wholesome for the body, those 
of the legislator and the judge on knowledge of what is wholesome 
for the soul. But each of the four arts has its counterfeit, and the 
counterfeit differs from the true art in taking as its standard the 
pl(^asant and not the good. Thus the confectioner is a counterfeit 
of the physician. The physician aims at prescribing the diet which 
will be wholesoiiK' for us, ihe confectioner at pn'seribing that which 
will please our palates. Now it is possible to know what diet is 
wholesome, but you can only discover what diet will please a man’s 
palate by guesses based on long acquaintance with his moods and 
whims, and even when you guess right, the dishes you prepare will 
commonly not be good for your patron. 

In th(‘ same way, Koy/^oTtK-rJ, th(‘ ” art,” if you could call it 
so, of bodily adornment (the calling of the friseur, the professional 
beautifier, the jeweller, and many others), is a parody of the g(?nuinc 
art of the trainer. ” Gymnastic ” makes the body inherently 
attractive and graceful by training it in the exercises which produce 
genuine grace, agility, and vigour ; KojufuoTiKy mimics this real art 
by producing a sham grace and charm effected by the artifice of 
cosmetics, fashionable clothes, and the like. (Here, again, there is 
no real standard, nothing but the caprice of the passing ‘"fashion.”) 
So with the arts which have to do with the health of the soul. The 
sophist profes.ses to teach goodness, but what he teaches as goodness 
is merely the kind of life which is likely to recommend itself to his 
auditors ; the ” orator ” claims to be the physician of the disorders 
of the body politic, but the measures he recommends only persuade 
his audience because he is careful to recommend wliat is agreeable 
to their mood of the moment. Thus we may define rhetoric by 
saying that it is the counterfeit of one part of ” politics,” namely, of 
justice (463^-466^).! 

Polus urges in reply that rhetoric cannot be a form of Ko\aK€La, 

' The most extravagant “ public man ” always insists that he is only 
advocating the “ just rights ” of his nation, or church, or class. But a “ just 
right " in Ihs moutli means, in fact, whatever his supporters are kt'only set on 
demanding. 
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since the “ hanger-on ” is a disreputable character, whereas the 
“ orator is the most powerful person in the community, and, it is 
implied, the figure of highest consequence. He can use his influence 
to secure the banishment of anyone he pleases, to confiscate his 
goods, even to procure his execution. Thus he is virtually an 
autocrat with no superior. Socrates admits the fact, but denies the 
inference that either orator or autocrat is really powerful, if by 
“ power ” you mean anything which it is good for a man to have. 
The autocrat, recognized or unrecognized, no doubt always does 
'' as he thinks gooci,'' but for that reason he never docs “ what he 
wishes ” (466^^). And it is not good for a man to do “ as he thinks 
good if liis thinking is false. To explain the point more fully, 
we may put it thus. There are many things which wt* do, not for 
the mere sake of doing them, but as means to something else, as 
when a man drinks a disagreeable medicine at his doctor’s order, 
for the sake of recovering health, or follows the fatiguing and 
dangerous calling of the sc^a with a view to making a fortune. In 
all such cases, where a thing is done as a means to some ulterior end, 
it is the ulterior end, not the disagreeable or indifferent means to it, 
that the man wishes for.^ And he wishes for tlu; end because he 
thinks it a good. So when we put a man to death, or banish him, 
or confiscate his prop(Tty, we always have an ulterior end. We only 
do these things because we think they will be “ useful ” in view of 
that end. If the autocrat, then, is mistaken in supf)osing that such 
steps will “ be for his good,” if they are really bad for him, he is 
not doing ” what he wished,” and should not be called ” powerful.” 
(The thought is thus that every one really wishes for good, no one 
wishes for evil. ” f'hc object of every man’s desire is some good 
to himself.” To be really powerful means to be able to get good ; 
it is weakness, not power, to “do whatever you please,” if the 
consequence is that you reap evil and not good (qbCK^-qbq^’).) 

We now pass to the direct enunciation of the main ethical 
doctrine of the dialogue. This is elicited by the unmannerly 
remark of Polus that, whatever Socrates may be pleased to 
profess, he would certainly envy the man wlio could forfeit, im- 
prison, or kill anyone.' he pleased. Socrates replies that he would 
not. The man who inflicts such things on another, even when they 
are righteously dest'rved, is not to be envied ; thii man who inflicts 
them undeservedly is miserable and pitiable. What is more, he is 
more pitiable and miserable than the unfortimate innocent victim, 
since to commit injustice is much worse than to have to suffer it. 
Socrates himself would, of course, like Candide in a similar case, 

^ xS’ote that in the course of this argument (at .p)<S^7) Socrates talks of things 
“ participating " in good and “ jiarticipating " in evil, using the very word 
{fxcr€X€iv) which appears in connexion with the tlieory of Forms as technical 
for the relation between the “ particular thing ” and the “ universal " we 
predicate of it. Since it cannot rejisonably be doubted that the Gorgias ls a 
considerably earlier work than the P/iaedo, this creates a grave dilhculty for 
those who suppose that the theory is an invention of Plato's own, expounded 
for the ftrst time in the Phaedo, 
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‘‘choose neither the one nor the other/' but if he had to choose, 
he would much rather suffer the crime than commit it (4()qa-~c). 

Polus treats this view as a ridiculous paradox. admits 

that any man with a knife under his cloak might claim to be 
“ powerful/' in the sense that he can. like the autocrat, kill any 
one he has a mind to kill, but for one thing, the certainly of punish- 
ment. Im])unity must be stipulated for as one of the conditions 
of “ power.” but a cliild could refute Socrates’ view that it is only 
” better ” to kill, banish, and confiscate at will when these acts are 
done ” justly.” One has only to consider the very latest example 
from contemporary life, that of Archelaus, who has made himself 
king in Macedonia. His whole career lias lieen one of rebellion 
and murd(‘r, but he has gaiiu‘d a throne by it. Hy Socrates’ theory 
he ought to be the most wretched of men, but he is. in fact, the 
happiest, and then' is not a man in Athens, not even Socrates, who 
would not dearly liki* to change places with Archelaus (4696-4714/). 
An appeal of this kind is, howevcT. an ignoratio rlenc/ii in the most 
literal sense. l£ven if every on(‘ but Socrates would be willing to 
go into tlui witness-box on behalf of Polus, it is possible that a 
solitary witness may be a witness to truth, and the testimony of 
numbers on the other side erroneous. Socrates will not consider 
his own case as established unless he can producer one solitary 
witness to it, the antagonist himself (4y2b), In other words, the 
appeal must be to argument and not to authority. The first step 
we must take is to deline th('. issue at stake as precisely as we can. 
It is, in fact, the most important of all practical issues, the solution 
of the question, ” Who is the truly happy man ? ” Polus maintains 
that a man may be happy but wicked ; Socrates denies tliis. As 
a corollary, there is a secondary disagreement. Polus holds that 
the wicked man, to be happy, must go unpunished ; Socrates, that 
such a man is in any case unhappy, but more unhappy if he escapes 
punishment than if he suffers it, and he must try to convince Polus 
on both points {4y2d-4y4c). 

The precise point of disagreement between the opposing views 
now receives a still more exact definition. Polus is still so far 
under the influence of current moral conventions that he admits 
at once that to commit a wrong is more ” ugly ” or ” disgraceful ” 
(ara-;(tov) than to suffer one, but he declines to draw the further 
inference that the ” uglier ” thing must also be the greater evil. 
He distinguishes, as Socrates refuses to do, between the good (dya6>o»') 
and the ” fine ” or ” noble ” (kuXov), and consequently also between 
the “ ugly ” (airrxpdr) and the evil (KaKov). The task of Socrates 
is to show that these distinctions are unreal 'I'he argument runs 
as follows. When we distinguish between ” fine ” bodies, colours 
sounds, callings (eVtry/Sci'/itftTa) and others which are ” ugly ” 
or ” base,” our standard is always cither “ benefit ” or ” pleasure.” 
By a fine ” shape or colour or sound, we mean one which is either 
serviceable or immediately agreeable in contemplation or both. 
The same thing holds good when we speak of ” fine ” or “ noble ” 
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usages (vofioi) and callings in life, or of the “ beauty ” of a science.^ 
We mean that the usage or business or science in question either is 
highly beneficial or “ creates in the disinterested spectator a pleasing 
sentiment of approbation,’' or both, a view which delights Polus 
by its apparent Hedonistic implications. It follows that by calling 
anything “ ugly ” or “ base,” we must mean that it is either dis- 
serviceable, or painful, or both. Also, that when we say ” A is 
liner than B/’ we must mean that A is (ather more pleasant or 
more useful than B, or both more pleasant and more useful. And 
when we call A ” more ugly ” than B, we mean that it is either 
more harmful or more painful, or both. Now we are agreed that 
the commission of wrong (to dSiKeu') is an ” uglier ” thing than the 
suffering of it (ro u^iKtTaOai), and it is certainly not the case that it is 
more painful to commit the crime than to have it committ(‘d on 
you. It must follow that the commission of the wrong is the more 
harmful, i.e. the more evil course, the worse coursc‘. Now no on(‘ 
can rationally pnh'r an alternative which is at onc(‘ the worst‘ 
and the more ” ugly ” of those open to him, and Socrates has thus 
established his main point out of the mouth of liis antagonist 
(474c-476a). We come now to the proof of the corollary. 

We begin with a consideration of gcaieral logic. Wherever 
there is an agent (ttokJ)!) there is a corrt'lative “patient” 
(TTafrxoji), a thing or person which is acted upon. Also the 
modality of the activity gives rise to strictly correlated qualifica- 
tions (TniOyj) in agent and patient. If the agent, strikes a 
sudden, or a severe, or a painful blow, the patient is suddenly, 
severely, or painfully struck. If the agent “ cuts deep),” the p)atient 
is “ deeply cut,” and so forth. Now to be punished for a crime is 
to be the patient in a relation in which the inflictor of the penalty 
is the agent. Hence, if the agent inflicts the penalty deservedly or 
justly, the patient undergoes it deservedly or justly. ^ And, as 
Polus does not deny, what is just is “ fine,” and therefore, as we 
have sc(ui, either good or pfleasant. Hence the man who is justly 
punished has something good done to him (since no one will suggest 
that he finds the piinishment pleasant). He is benefited by what 
is done to him. We may go on to specify the nature of the benefit. 
Goods and evils may be classed under three heads : good or bad 

^ Note that the " induction ” is exactly parallel with tliEit of the famous 
s])eech of Diotima {Symposium, 210a H.), when the successive staii^cs in the 
ascent to ttie ccmteinplation of Beaut3^are delight in one person’s bodily beauty, 
in bodily beauty universally, in beauty of soul and cliaracter. beauty of 
occupations and usages {eTriTTjdeufjLaTa and vofioi), beauty" of sciences {(TriffTijuai). 
the more carefully the Platonic dialogues down to the Repuhlic are studied, 
the more of a piece we find their teaching to be, and the harder it becomes to 
trace any “ development ” within them. 

2 Obs(u-ve once more that the logical principle presu])posed here of the 
interconnexion between the modalities of correlates is that which is used in 
the Republic to establish the reality of the distinction between the “ parts in 
the soul "( Rep. iv. 4386-^?). Both passages presuppose the existence of a 
good deal of recognized logical doctrine as early as the time of the Archi- 
damain war. 
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conditions ot fortune (xp^J/xara), of body, of soul. A bad condition 
of fortune is poverty ; of body, weakness, disease, deformity. The 
corresponding bad state of soul is wickedness (a^t/cia), and admittedly 
wickedness is the “ ugliest of the three. Yet it is certainly not 
more painful to be wicked than to be destitute or physically ill. 
By our preceding reasoning, therefore, it must be very much more 
evil or harmful. Badness of soul is thus the very greatest evil to 
which a man is exposed, and thus we get back to the fundamental 
principle of the whole Socratic ethics 

One further step remains to be taken. There is an ‘‘art” 
which covers each of the three kinds of evil. Business (xprjiJLaTLcrTiKij) 
releases us from poverty, medicine from physical disease, ” justice ” 
administered by a competent judge from wickedness. The judge 
who passes senience on the criminal is thus a physician of the soul, 
and his calling is a ” finer ” one than that of the healer of the body, 
because he cures a graver disease. In both cases the process of 
treatment is disagreeable but salutary for us. And again, in both 
cases, the happiest condition is to 1 k^ in bodily or spiritual health, 
and so not to nec'd the physician. But in both also, the man who 
is cured of a grave disease by a sharp treatment is much less badly 
off than the mati who has the dis(‘ase without receiving the cure. 
'I'hus a man like Archelaus who lifts himself by succe.ssful crime 
abov(i all possibility of correction is like a man with a dc'adly disease 
who refuses to submit to the surgeon. The claim advanced for 
rhetoric, then, that it enables its possessor to ” gid off ” when he 
is called to account for his misdeeds, is wholly vain, 'fhe best use 
a man who has fallen into crime could make of eloquence would be 
to expend it in denouncing himself and ensuring that he shall 
receive from the judge whatever chastisement may be needed to 
restore his soul to health. If eloquence is to be used to enable 
the criminal to ” get off ” the penalties of his misdeeds, it would be 
appropriate to reserve this employment of it for the case of our 
mortal enemies, as the deadliest injury we can inflict . 

So far we have been concerned simply with an emphatic state- 
ment of the thesis that to do wrong is always worse than to suffer 
it, with the inevitable corollary that it is worse to do wrong with 
impunity than to be punished. With the op(‘ning of the third scene 
of Plato’s drama we proceed to the application of these moral 
principles to the theory of statesmanship and government. That 
this application is the principal theme of the dialogue is indicated 
both by the fact that this part of the work is longer than both the 
others together, and by the introduction of a new spokesman whose 
case is presented with an unmistakable gusto quite absent from all 
that has gone before. The new speaker is a certain Callicles of 
Acharnae, of whom we learn little more than that he has recent^ 
begun to aspire to a prominent place in Athenian public life. He is 

^ Note the assumption of the threefold classification of goods as goods of 
soul, body, and “estate,” as something quite familiar (Gorg, 477a ff.). This 
too, then, is clearly pre- Academic. 
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one of the very few characters in Plato's dialogues of whose historical 
reality we have no independent evidence, but it should be clear 
from the very vigour with whicli his character is drawn that he 
is a genuine man of flesh and blood. His intervention at once 
gives a more realistic toiu:h to the dramatic picture and lifts the 
argument to a distinctly higher level. Polus was not only half- 
hearted in his professed njection of conventional moral convictions, 
but also wanting in moral seriousness. He had nothing more 
inspiring tt> say in support of his eulogy of the “ tyrant " than that 
it is a pleasant thing to be able to gratify all your passions without 
apprehension of consequences. Clearly, established morality is in 
no dangiu' from the assaults of worldlings of this type, least of all 
when tliey are mere literary genthmien talking for talking’s sake, 
('allicles is quite another matter. His morality, like Nietzsche’s, 
may be an inverted one, but it is one with which he is in downright 
earnest. He has a df^fniite ideal which carries him off his feet, and, 
though it is a false ideal, Plato plainly means to make us feel that 
then‘ is a certain largeness about it which gives it a dangerous 
fascination. I'o be fascinated by it, indeed, you need to have a 
C(*rtain great ne.ss of soul ; it is notable that Callicles himself is 
wholly above the appeal to the mere enjoyability of being able to 
gratify ignoble cupidities, of which Polus had made so much. The 
ideal lie is defending is that of the men of action for action’s sake, 
the Napoleons and Cromwells, and it is his conviction that there is 
a genuine moral right on which the ideal rests. His imagination 
lias been fascinati'd by the vision of a Natun^ whose law is that 
“ the weakest goes to the wall,” and he sees the life of human 
societies in the light of this vision. He is as earnest as Carlyle in 
his conviction that superior ability of any kind gives the moral 
right to use the ability according to your own judgment and without 
scruples. Henc(i he feels that in rejecting ” conventionalism ” in 
morals he is not rejecting morality itself ; he is appealing from a 
petty and confined morality of local human conventions to an 
august morality of ” Nature ” or ” things-as-they-are.” The case 
for the partisans of ^vcris in the fifth-century dispute about 
and i/o/xos could not well be argued more persuasively, and it is 
Plato’s purpose that it shall be argued with the maximum of 
persuasiveness with a view to its thorough refutation. 

If Socrates is in earnest and his theory is true, Callicles says, 
the whole of our actual social life is organized on wrong lines ; our 
whole conduct is ” topsy-turvy.” Socrates does not deny this, but 
replies that he and Callicles are lovers of two very diherent mis- 
tresses, ” philosophy ” and the Athenian democracy. Socrates’ 
mistress, ” philosophy,” has taught him to speak her language, and, 
unlike the mistress of Callicles, she always holds the same language 
It is she, not her lover, whom Callicles will have to refute.^ Callicle? 

Here comes in the humorous reference to the mortal “ sweetings ' 
of Socrates and Callicles respectively, Alcibiades and Demus, son of Pyri 
lampes. We know from Aristophanes {Wasps, 98) that Demus was the fashion 
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thinks the task will not be difficult if once we make the distinction 
between mere “ convention " and Nature, or reality/* Polus 
had only been silenced because he had not the courage to say 
what he really thought. He deferred to the tradition of the average 
respectable man by saying that it is “ uglier ” to commit a wrong 
than to suffer one. But this is a mere convention of weaklings, 
set up for their own protection. In reality '* to commit a wrong 
or aggression is not the ** ugly *’ thing ; the “ ugly *' thing is to have 
it committed on you. It is weaklings, slaves, persons who cannot 
stand up for themselves like men. who have to put up '* wrongs ; 
the strong are aggressive and commit what the conventions of the 
weak call '‘wrongs/* If we look at “ things-as-they-are/’ 

we see that the stronger animal regularly pushes the weaker aside. 
Human life displays the same features, if we look at it on the large 
scal(‘. By what right, for example, but that of the stronger did 
Darius attack the Scythians or Xerxes tlie Greeks ? Their pro- 
ceedings may have been unlawful by the standard of the self- 
interested conventions of the weak, but they had Nature’s right — 
the right of the strong to impose his will on the weak — on their 
side ; indeed, the conqueror is acting in strict accord with “ Nature's 
lo/xos ** 1 in disregarding our paltry human ro/xot. When a really 
strong man — in fact, the Ubermensch — appears, he will soon tear up 
our “ contracts '* and “ formulae,” and prove himself what he really 
is ” by right of nature,” the master of us all, as Pindar hinted in his 
well-known eulogy of the piratical feat of Heracles who drove the 
cows of Geryones ” without leave asked or price paid.” ^ 

able beauty at Athens in the year 422. So far the jest makes for giving 
the Gorf^ins a dramatic date in the Archidamian war. But the suppose(I 
relations between Socrates and Alcibiades could also be used playfully in the 
Symposium, the assumed date of which is the year 416, so that the argument 
is not conclusive. If Socrates is thinking of the profession of the " Paphla- 
gonian," to the personified Attic Demus in Aristophanes {Knights, 732, 
«7 i\u) a, (b Aijfi, ipa(rTi}s t el/il cr6s), this would also make for the earlier date. 

^ Gorg. 4835, /card v6/ulov ye rbv 0i;<rews. The first occurrence, so far as I 
know, in extant literature, of the ominous phrase “ law of Nature.’* Callicles, 
of course, intends the words to be paradoxical — “a convention, if you like, 
but Reality's convention, not a human device." 

2 Gorg. 484?;. 1 agree with Wilamowitz that the misquotation by which the 

MSS. made Callicles credit Pindar with saying that v6fio^ dyei ^latQv rb biKaLdrarop 
" does violence to the most righteous claim " (whereas the poet wrote diKatQv 
rb piaibraTou, " makes the most high-handed action just ") comes from Plate 
and should not be " corrected," as it has been by all the editors. (Callicles: 
expressly .says that he does not know the lines accurately.) But 1 doubt the 
cogency of the far reaching inferences, including one as to the date of com- 
position of the dialogue, which Wilamowitz bases on the misquotation. I 
should conjecture that Plato makes it quite delibe^atel5^ and that the verses 
had been actually quoted in this form by the champions of <f>vais against vo/xoi 
in the fifth century. We must remember that in the time of Socrates there 
were no “ official " texts at Athens, even of the Attic dramatists ; still less 
would it be possible to secure the text of a foreign poet against misquotation. 
In the Apologia Socratis of Libanius (fourth century a.d.) Anytus is repre- 
sented as having made a point of this particular misquotation at the trial of 
Socrates. This probably means, as Wilamowitz holds, that the complaint 
occurred in the pamphlet of Polycrates against Socrates, published some 

5 
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As for what Socrates has said about the lessons of philosophy, 
philosophy is a graceful accomplishment in a young man, but to 
take it in earnest in mature life is ruin. It unfits a man for the 
life of action, leaves him ignorant of the laws of the community, the 
principles of public and private business, and the real passions of 
liis fellow-men . like Amphion in the Aiitiope of Euripides. One 
should cultivate philosophy up to a certain point, when one is a 
lad, but a grown man should lay it aside with the toys of his boy- 
hood. It is unmanly in a man of abilit\^ and ripe years to take 
no part in affairs and sit whispering “ with a parcel of lads in a 
corner.''^ Callicles pushes the point in a spirit of friendship " ; 
Socrates is a man of admirable natural parts, but his way of life 
has left him at the mercy of anyone who wishes to do him a harm. 
If he were falsely accused on a capital charge, he would be quite 
mcapnble of making an effective defence— more’s the pity (481c- 
^86d). Socrates professes himself delighted to have such an 
opponent to deal with, a man who is at once ''educated,” sincere 
(as is shown by the fact that liis proh'ssed view of the proper place 
of philosophy in man’s life is one which Socrates knows him to hold 
in common with several distinguished associates), and perfectly 
frank in speaking his mind without any deference to the conventions. 

If we can convince a man with these qualities of the soundness of 
our view of life, there can be no reasonable doubt of its truth. 
But first we must be quite ch'ar on the point that, in the doctrine 
of Callicles, ” better ” is a mere synonym of ” stronger ” and 
” worse ” of ” weaker.” If this is granted, as it is, then, since ” the 
many ” are stronger than one man, t/ieir conventional usages are 
the usages of the stronger, that is to say, of the better, and should 
be regarded as the ” naturally fine ” (Kara KuXd). But their 

convention is just what Callicles has been denouncing, the conven- 
tion that aggression is wrong and that to commit it is ” uglier ” 
than to suffer it. Thus the antithesis between ” nature ” and 
” convention ” on which Callicles had based his argument is unsound. 
I'his, says Callicles, is mere catching at a word. He niwer meant 
by the ” stronger ” (kputtov^) those who are merely superior in 
muscle and brawn {la-xvpdT^poL) . A canaille of slaves would, at 
that rate, be stronger and better than the ” strong man.” By 
the "stronger” he really meant "the wiser” (<l>povtpwT€fjoL) , the 
" men of parts.” " Natural right ” is that " the better and wiser 
should rule and have the advantage over (ttAcW ^x^iv) the worse ” 
(486if-490«) . 

years after 391) b.c. But the complaint cannot have been based on our pas- 
sage, where it is Callicles, not Socrates, who misquotes. 

^ Gorf*. 485^/ 7. Plato has sometimes been thought to have fallen here 
into attributing his own way of life in the Academy to Socrates. But (a) it 
is most unlikely that the Academy existed when the Gordias was written ; 
(h) from Plato’s account it appears that most of the conversations of Socrates 
with his young friends were held " in a corner,'* in places like the gymnasium 
of the Lyceum or the palaestra of Taureas, so tliat Callicles’ language is perfectlv 
appropriate. 
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But what exactly may this mean ? If food and drink are to be 
distributed to a company of men of varying physique, and there is 
just one physician among them, he is certainly the ** wisest in 
matters of diet, and it may be reasonable that he should regulate 
the distribution by his orders; but is he to get the biggest ration, 
even if he should be the greatest invalid of the party? Should 
the weaver always have the biggest and finest clothes or the maker 
of shoes the biggest shoes and most of tliem ? Naturally not ; 
Callicles really means that the “ strong " are men with the intel- 
ligence to know how a city may be “ well administered," and 
the daring to carry out their designs (ot av ek ra tt}-; 7r('>Xc(.>? 

TTpayfiara (fipoviiJLOi ovTiva av rporrov ev oIkolto, Kal fxrj povov 

(^povifioL dWa Ka) dvhpeloiy iKavol dvre^ d av voyaaxTiv C 7 rirc/\fti', 

Jt is right that such men should be sovereign in the State and 
" have the advantage " (ttAcof e^cu) of their subjects. 

Should \vc add that the best men are also sovereigns over them- 
selves in the popular phrase, i.e. can govern their own passions ? 
No : for in the nature of things the great man is one who has great 
passions and is intelligc'iit and daring enough to secure them full 
gratification. The popular commendation of temperance is a 
mere trick by which the weaklings of the " herd," who have not 
manhood enough to live the best kind of life themselves, enslave 
their " natural superiors " {4q2a). If a man is born to a throne, 
or has the manhood to win his way to a throne, it would be base 
and bad in him not to rise above the conventional " temperance " 
and " justice " of the herd, and reap the full benefit of his capacity 
for himself and his friends. In the capable, lawless self-will 
Kal (LKoXacTLa Kal iXivfUpia, 492c) are virtue and happiness ; regard 
for the " unreal catchwords " (m -rrafid <^vaLv (rvvf^t'/pnra) of the 
vulgar is contemptible. Thus the ideal of Callicles, like that of 
Nietzsche, is the successful cultivation of the Wille znr Maclit, and 
his " strong man," like Nietzsche’s, is a being of the type of ( aesar 
Borgia as conceived in popular legend.' 

The thesis of Callicles and the moralists of the " will to powcT " 
then is that one " ought " {del) to have violent desire and gratify 
it to the full ; to " want nothing " is the condition of a stone. But 
perhaps, as Euripides said, what we call life is really death. There 
is a rival view, developed by a certain wise man of Italy, that the 
tale of those who are condemned in the underworld to draw water 
in leaky pitchers is an apologue descriptive of the death-in-life 

‘ Cf. Blake, Marriage of Heaven and Hell: " Those who restrain Desire do 
so because theirs is weak enough to be restrained ; and the restrainer or 
Reason usurps its place and governs the unwilling. And being restrained, 
it by degrees becomes pa.ssivc, till it is only the shadow of Desire.'* 'Ihe 
recently discovered Oxyrhynchus fragments of Socrates’ c(m temporary. 
Antiphon “ the sophist," have revealed to us one of the quiirters in which 
these conceptions found literary expression in the age of the Archidamian war. 

It is I believe, of Antiphon among others that Plato is thinking when he 
makes Glaucon’ declare that this same theory is widely cuneiil in his own 
circle {Rep. ii. 
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of the service of the passions. The leaking pitcher, or sieve, is 
“ the part of the soul in which our desires art' " ; th(‘ more grati- 
fication you give tliem, the more they crave, and this impossibility 
of ever contenting them shows the intrinsic absurdity of the 
attempts And it is cl('ar that if one had to fill a number of vessc'Is 
from a few scanty springs, a man who did not can' wlu*ther his 
vessels were sound or cracked, and who allowed a vess(‘l to run over, 
would have a very difficult task. The man who mad(* sun* that 
his pitchers were sound and that none of them ran oxa r would bt' 
much more successful. Callicles. howevcT, tliinks this sirnik' 
misleading. When the vessel has Ix'en hik'd, you can get no more 
enjoyment out of the process of “ filling " it ; the t'njoyinent 
{■f}^nvrj) depends on the continuance of the flow. d‘o get it, you 
must always have room for “ more ” to ilow in ((ddlicles 

thus assumes the ])sycho-physical theory according to which pleasiin* 
is or accompanies — the theory hardly distingnislies thes(‘ alter- 
natives — the “ filling-up ” or making good of a ])roress of " de- 
pletion ’* in the organism, pain the ]>ro(:ess of “ ck‘pletif)n ” its(‘lf. 
The doctrine is familiar to us from Plato’s acceptance of it, so far 
as the satisfaction of physical apjH‘tit('S are conc(‘rned. in the 
Republic and Pliilebns, and Aristotle’s vigorous polemic' against it 
in the Nicomac/iean 7 : 7 ///os. Plato rejects it, e.\(‘e]>l for thc'se cast's, 

and the rejection of it is the basis of the important distinction of tlie 
PJiilebus between pure ” or " lU'at and “ mixtd ” pleasures. 
It is taught more unreservedly by the Pythagorean Timaeus at 
Tim. 64/7-656, and we see from Aristotle’s pok'inic that it was fully 
accepted by Speusippus and the extn'ine anti-lledonists of tlu' 
Academy. Its origin is pretty clearly to b(' found in th(‘ mc'diral 
doctrine of Alcmaeon, according to which all disease! is disturbance 
of the state of uTova/u'a ("constitutional balance") between the 
hot, the cold, the moist, and tlie dry in the organism. The im- 
mediate assumption of Callicles that 7/8017) and 7r\i)/)(i)cri9 may 

^ Gorg. 498/7-c. ]Sote (i) that, as Uurnct says, the allusion to tlu* Italian 
“ sage " seems plainly meant for Philulaus or some contein j>orary l\vtha- 
gorean ; (2) that the unexplained mention of “ the part of tlu* soul in which 
the iwiOvfiLaL are " presupposes the tloctrine of the “ tripartite soul ” more 
fully explained in Rep. iv., which must thus be, as there is much in the 
Republic itself to indicate, of l^thagorean origin, as Posidcuiius is known to 
have asserted (Burnet, Early Greek J^hilosophy^, 2 78, n. 2). It is evidence of 
the same thing that the doctrine is taught also in I Mato by the Italian Pytlia- 
gorean Timaeus, who cannot be supposed to have k'arned it from Socrates 
just before delivering his own discourse. (3) The tale of the cracked pitchers 
is not connected by Plato with the Danaids. His version iej)resents it as 
describing the future destiny of the "uninitiated”; this suggests ()r{>hic 
provenance. 

* Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, c. xi. : '"J'here is no such Eini^ ultimiis (utmost 
ayme) nor Summum Bonum (greatest Good) as is spoken of in the Jiooks of 
the old Morall Philosophers. Nor can a man any more live, whose Desires 
are at an end, than he, whose Senses and Imaginations arc at a stand. . . . 
So that in the first place, I put for a gcnerall inclinaticm of all mankind, a 
perpetuall and restlesse desire of Power after power, that erriseth onely iu 
Death." 
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be equated shows us that this doctrine was a commonplace in culti- 
vated circles of the ag(^ of Socrates.) 

Obviously, if happiness df‘pends on such a process of unending 
" hlling-up," it d(‘mands a similarly unending process of “ d^^pletion.'* 
If water is always to b(‘ running into the pitcluT, it must also be 
always running out at the cracks. Would it then b(; int(Uise happi- 
ness to have a continual itch, j)rovided on(‘ could go on endlessly 
g('tting the gratih(';jtion of chafing tii(‘ itching jdace ? You must 
admit this if you mean to be* serious with the theory.^ \\’hat is 
more, tin* lift' of a catamite must be. (‘ininently haj^py, if he can only 
gt't a perpetual st-ries of satisfactions for his unnatural pnirif^o. For 
all his “ freedom from convention." Callicles objects to this par- 
ticular " transvaluation of values," but you cannot avoid it so 
long as you jx'rsist in idt'iit dying good with pleasant, d o condemn 
a>Jv kind of gratification, you mirst distinguish good from pleasant, 
and this Callicles admits he cannot consistently do (495«). 

W’e proceed next to consider the identification of good and bad 
with pleasure and pain on its merits, d wo difficulties occur to us 
at the very outs(‘t. (a) (rood and bad are " contraries " ; 3’ou 
cannot prt*dicate both at once of the same subject, nor can you 
deny both at once. .A man cannot have both predicates at once, nor 
" get rid " of both at onc(\ Pleasure and ]>ain are not opposed in 
this way. /f-g-. wl'en a hungry man is satisfying his liunger by a 
square meal, he fe(.‘ls at once tlu* pleasure of appeasing the hunger 
and the painfulness of the still iinappeased hunger which urges 
him to cat more. W'hen his hunger is sated and he leaves off, the 
pleasure and the pain are both at an end. But it is just at this 
point, where lioth the {ilt asure and the pain are over, that the man 
reaches the good to which eating ministi'rs. the restoration of normal 
I'quilibrium in his organism. 2 (6) ('aliicles himself makes a dis 

tinction between " good " men and " bad " ones, the " good," 
according to him. bring the intelligent and bold the " bad " the 
silly or timorous. Me must hold, therefore, that good is " present 
to "3 the former and not to the latter. But he cannot deny that 
fools and cowards feel jdeasure and pain at least as keenly as the 

* Dante, it may be remembered, regards .such a life as a torment for the 
damned, and the worst of the damned [l}ifery.o, xiv. 40, xv. 131. xxix. 70 tf.). 

* '1 he presiqiposed doctrine is that explained at length in the Philchus, 

that the satisfactions of appetite attend on the process (yeri'ftrty) by which 
a “ depletion ” of the organism is made good. Thus they are (a) preceded 
by a ])ainfid consciousness of “ want ” and {b) arc not. even while 

they last, wholly plea.surable. i heir piquancy and intensely exciting char 
acter depends on the tension between satisfied want and the persistence of 
still unsatisfied want. '1 his is why these pleasures are " mixed. ' not " neat ” 
(tcadapai). 

® Gorg. 497f, " We call good men g(xid in virtue of the presence of good 
things " to them {ayaOt^v irapovaia). vapovtria has here precisely the sense 
it ))oars when used in connrxion with the forms in the Phaedo. 1 he predicate 
“good" is jiredicable of a certain man because he has " goodness of some 
kind or other, is " possessed <d " good. On a Hedonist theory this means that 
“ A" is good " always implie.s " A' is enjoying pleasure." and it is this implica- 
tion Socrates is calling in question. 
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intelligent and daring, if not more keenly, since cowards, tor example, 
seem to feel more distress in the face of tlie enemy and more delight 
at their disappearance than brave men do. Thus there are empirical 
objections to the idcntilication of pleasure with good (4g‘)C~4(ji)^ . 

Callicles extricates himself for the moment in the only way 
possible to a Hedonist in a “ fix.’' Like Mill, he declares it obvicnis 
that “pleasures differ in quality”; there are bett(‘r pleasures and 
worse pleasures, and it is unfair in Socrates, as Mill said it was in 
his opponents, to neglect the distinction. For example, a pleasure 
which contributes to bodily health is good, one which is detri- 
mental to health is bad, and the same thing is true of pains. The 
rule for choice is that we should choose tin; good pltMsures and f)ains 
and avoid the bad ones. In fact, Callicles is prepared to admit now 
that pleasure is a means to good (500a). But the right selection 
of pleasures will demand a “ competent exf)ert ” ; not every one 
can be trusted to mak(! it. 

We are tlius brought face to face with the final probk‘m rai.sed 
by our dialogue. Socrates and Callicl(*s stand respectively for two 
antithetical ideals in life, the one for the “ life of phil()so])liy,” the 
other for the “ life of action ” as follow(‘d by a man of afiairs in the 
Athenian democracy. 'Fhe choice between these competing ideals 
is the ultimate practical problem, and it is this issue which is to be 
decided by the “ competent judge.” The distinction \\v hava; been 
forced to make between the pleasant and the good shows that the 
qualifications of the competent judge must not be bast'd (as Mill 
tries to base them) on an empirical acquaintance with the tlavours 
of pleasure (a thing of which the empiric understands neither the 
character nor the cause, 501a), but on a true 'which knows 

about the good of the soul as medicine does about the good of the 
body ; in fact, Socrates means, moral science is to prescribe the 
soul’s regimen as medicine prescribes the regimen of the body 
i^oib-c)/ 

Now there is certainly one class of “ rhetoricians,” i.e. practi- 
tioners of the use of language to work on men’s feelings and 
imaginations, who arc empirics of the type of the confi'Ctioner, 
namely, the poets. Their standard is always simply the “ taste ” 
of their public. They aim at pleasing this taste, and incidentally 
gaining their own advantage by doing so, without troubling them- 
selves in the least whether their productions will make any one a 
better man. And what is poetry, w'hen you divest it of the addition 
of tune, rhythm, and metre, but rhetoric — the effective use of 
language ? Has the rhetoric of an Athenian politician any saner 
basis ? Does the politician aim at the improvement of his public, 
or merely at gratifying their moods (501^^-5025) ? 2 

* Thus Socrates disposes in advance of Mill’s pre])osteroiis ap])L<d to a 
jury of pleas ure-tasters devoid of all ethical preferc.nct's. hrom his point 
of view, to consult judges with such a “ qualification ” about pleasures 
would be like selecting medicines by the agrecableness of their tastes. 

* The whole indictment of poetry in the Refmhlic is contained in principle 
in what is said iierc about its character as a “ mere mechanic " trick of pleasing 
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Callicles thinks that, though the suggestion of Socrates may be 
true about some statesmen, tliere are others who really are guided 
by regard for the good of their fellow-citizens. He could not say 
so much for any living man of affairs, but it is true of the great 
men of the past, from 'riiemistocles to the recently dead Pericles. 
They did make Athenians “ better by their careers. Socrates 
will not admit this. Th(‘inistocles and the rest made Atliens great, 
if it is greatness to gratify all your cravings and passions, good and 
bad alike. But the scientific practitioner in any department must 
liave an ideal before him into accord with which he sets himself to 
bring the material on which he works, as, c.g., the physician has an 
ideal standard of health which he tries to reproduce in his patients. 
Has there ever ])een a statesman in Athens who, in the same way, 
has had an ideal of character, “goodness of soul." and set himself 
to promote it in the citizens ? The physician, unlike his counterfeit 
the confectioner, aims at producing in a human body a definite 
" ()rd(‘r and regulation " (rdft? kiu Korr/^o?) ; the statesman, if he 
is more than a mere unprinci]^led empiric, should aim at doing the 
same thing for the human soul. 'I'his is to say that his purpose 
should be to produce " temperance and justice " k(u 

UKdUHTvvi]) in the souls of his public, d he object of a stattesman 
and orator secundum artem is the production of national character. 
If the € 7 rL 6 vfU(u of the citizens, the “ national " aspirations and 
ambitions, are unhealthy and evil, the public man who is not a mere 
" toady " will aim at repressing them, and so making the national 
soul " better " by " chastisement " (505/>-c). 

Callicles is so disgusted with this return of the argument to the 
a})parent paradox wiiich had led to his intervention in the dis- 
cussion. that Socrates is left to act as responcUait to his own ques- 
tions as he draws to his formal conclusion. Good is not the same 
thing as pleasure ; it depends universally on " order and rightness 
and art.*’ and .shows itself in a condition of “ regulation and orderli- 
ness." 'fhis means that the tein^x^rate or " disciplined " soul is 
the good soul, tlie "unchastened" (ukoAuotto?), "undisciplined" 
soul is bad. I'lie former acts " appropriat(“Iy to the situation " 
in all the situations of life, and consequently acts well, does well, 
and is " haj)py " ; the latter, not meeting the situations of life with 
the appropriate responses, is not merely bad but unhaj^py, especially 
if it is not held in check by " chastisement." These are the 
principles on which public no less than private conduct should be 
organized ; the life of the " superman " or of the " superstate " 
is simply that of a bandit, and a bandit has the hand of gods and 
men against him. He does not know how to " communicate " or 
" go shares " {Kmi ioi th ) , but all social life depends on " communica- 
nnd amusing Tliat pnct.s aim merely at pleasing the ta.ste of an audience, 
gocKl or bad, was a current view. Herodotus uses it (ii. iio) to explain why 
Homer ado})ted a “ false version " of the story of Helen. Euripides {H.F. 
1341-6) to discredit the whole poetical mythology. In the 5i(r<Toi Xo^ot it 
occurs more than once as an objection to the appeal to poets on questions of 
morality that their standard is ddoud, not d\d$tia. 
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tion/' Indeed the wise (the Pythagorean men of science) say 
that '' communication '' or reciprocity {Koiviywia) is the basis 
not only of all human affections and moral virtues, but of the whole 
physical order of heaven and earth. “ Geometrical equality ” is 
the great law of the universe (5o8rt),^ and this is why the “ wise " 
call the universe /cocr/xo5, “the order of tilings." In setting up 
TrAeoiefm, “ goiug beyoiid the limit," as a principle for life, Callicles 
has forgotten his geometry. But if these convictions are sound, 
we must also admit Socrates’ paradox that tlu^ best us(' an offender 
can make of rhetoric is to ensure his own conviction. Callicles was 
right in saying that Socrates’ rule of life left him at the mercy 
of an aggressor, but wrong in thinking the position “ ugly*” 
The “ ugliness " is not in the suffering but in the pi'rpetrating of 
aggression. To escape this conclusion you must show that the 
principle that “ wickedness is the greatest of evils to its possessor " 
is false (50 ()c). 

To commit wrong, then, is the worst evil which can befall a man ; 
to have to submit to it. though a lesser evil, is also an evil. In 
neither case will the mere purpose to avoid the evil avail of itself 
to secure its end. To avoid being wronged you also need “ pow(T " 
or “ strength," .And, since we long ago agreed on the principle 
that wrong-doing is “ involuntary." a consequence of error, you 
need to secure yourself against it by acquiring some “ power 
or T€\'i'r;, organized knowledge" (510(0.- If you want to avoid 
being wronged, you must either be an “autocrat " or a fri(‘n(l of 
the sovereign body, whatever it may be (crar^oq rr}? v7ra/>xoi'(rr/q 
7roAtT€mq, 510a). Ill an autocracy this means that you must be 
a “creature " of the autocrat; in a democracy, like Athens, you 
must make yourself a favourite with your “ master " the populace, 
and conform yourself to its moods and prejudices. In neither 
case have you secured yourself against the gnaiter evil of committing 
wrong. On the contrary, to be a favourite with either autocrat 
or populace you must sink to their moral level and sympathize 
with their injustices. Callicles thinks this only sensible, for the 
“ leviathan " will kill you if you do not humour it. But this plea 
rests on the assumption that life at any cost and on any terms is 
supremely desirable, even at the cost of moral corruption. It 
amounts to basing the high claims made for rhetoric on tht.‘ view that 
rhetoric is an art of saving your skin. No doubt it is ; the politician 
is constantly saving his skin by his plausible speech. But swimming 

* IffSTrjs 7] ytui/jifTpiKri, i.e. proportion, “ equality of ratio." It is called 
so, in contradistinction to “ arithmetical ” or absolute “ equality,*’ because 
of the part it plays in the geometry of “ similar ” figures. The “ wise ” 
meant are the Pythagoreans who were the discoverers of the various elemen- 
tary “ progressions,” or, as the Greeks called them, avaXoyiaiL, ” proportions,” 
and gave the name Kdfffio^ to what had before them been called ovpapd^. 
For the thought we might compare Kant’s insi.stence on the principle of 
Gemeinschaft and reciprocal interconnexion in nature. 

* Cf. Ep. vi, 322 (f, where Plato recommends Erastus and Coriscus to the 
” protection ” of Hermias on much the grounds here spoken of. 
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and seamanship save your skin too, and are not thought of supreme 
moment for a gentleman's education. An ordinary skipper will 
bring you, your family, and all your belongings safe from Egypt 
or the Pontus, but he asks a very modest fare, and his calling is 
thought a very humble one. And this is as it should be, for the 
skipper has really done a man who is hopelessly diseased in body 
or soul no real service ; it would be better for such a man to 
go to the bottom (311^-512^^). So an ordinary engineer may save 
the \ivvs of a whole community by the machines he builds, but a 
man like Callicles regards the engineer as a “ base mechanic " 
and would not dream of intermarriagt' with his family. If men! 
life Is the liighest good, why should not all these “ mechanics " 
advaurt' the same claims which are put forward on behalf of 
rhetoric (31 2c-^/) ? d'he truth is that the important thing is not 
to liv(! long, but to live well ; is a man likely, or is he not, to attain 
that end by conforming himself to the spirit and temper of the 
community, c.g. of the Athenian as he must do if he means 

to be a “ public man " (312C-313C) ? 

“ Impressive, but not convincing,” is the verdict of Callicles 
on all tliis. ('onvincing or not, however, it is plain that 7/ we aim 
at a statesmanship which is mon* than succt‘ssful ” parasitism ” ^ 
(KoAdKcai), a stat(*smanship which is a genuirK' art of ” tendance of 
our fellow-citiztms.” our ciiief problem will be to promote national 
character ; it is no true siTvici* of the State to increase its wealth 
or power, unless its citizens are fitted by their character to use 
wealth or wield power - (514^). Un the hypothesis, then, our 
fitness for the statesman’s calling depends on our possession of a 
science {iTruTTi'jfxij) , in fact, on our knou'lcdf^c of moral values. Now 
an expert can t‘stablish his claim to be an expert in two ways : (a) by 
pointing out the master from whom he has learned his knowledge, (b) 
by pointing to the results in which his knowledge has been em- 
bodied. If a man can satisfy neither of these tests, we cannot take 
his claims to be an expert seriously. No one would give an appoint- 

* Wf jK'iliaps use a biological analog)' to bring out better the full 

meaning of the distinction between the KoXa^ and the genuine " craftsman ” 
widen runs all through the dialogue. The ko,\o$ or “ trencherman " of 
social life lives, and lives, according to the vulgar estimate, well by living on 
his ])atron (whom he really dej^raves by “pandering" to his vices), exactly 
as the parasitical organism fattens itself on the tissues of its unfortunate 
“ host." So the empiric m statesmanship, the " opportunist." makes a 
"good thing" for Idinself of depraving the national character and lowering 
the national ideals. The best comment on the \ iew Socrates takes of the 
influence of the “ orators " on national life is the humorous caricature of the 
same thing in the scene of .Aristophanes 723 tf.) where the sausage- 

seller and the Taphlagonian bid against each other for the lucrative post of 
pimp-in-chief to J)emus. Aristophanes and Socrates agree in their estimate 

of the VVV TToXlTlKoi. 

* Cf. the lesson, c,g., of the I'uthydcmus that wealth and power are good or 
bad according :is tlu' “ soul " which is to use them is good or bad. Note that 
there is once more a tacit allusion to the apologue of the " three lives." 
" Wealth " and “ power " are the ends of the *' body-loving " and " distinc- 
tion-loving " lives respectively, iiriarijfirj the end of the " philosophic " life. 
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ment as a public physician to a candidate who could not prove 
that he had effected any cures as a private practitioner. So an 
aspirant to statesmanship may fairly be expected to satisfy us 
that he has “ in private practice " made the souls or characters 
of his fellow-men better. How do the famous public men of Athens, 
from Miltiades to Pericles, stand this test (515^/) ? It is Socrates’ 
conviction that one and all fail under it. Pericles, as every one is 
saying, made the Athenians worse, not better ; he made them 
idle, cowardly, talkative, and greedy ” (515c). The best proof 
of this is the notorious fact that at the end of his career, they actually 
turned on him and found him guilty of embezzlement.^ The con- 
viction was, to be sure, iniquitous, but whose “ tendance " of the 
animal civis Atticuis had taught it these iniquitous ways ? The 
“ tendance ” of Pericles himself He made the animal 

“ wilder," and this disposes of his claim to be a statesman. The 
same is true of Cirnon and Miltiades : the very wrongs tliey ended 
by suffering from the prove that they too had made their 

" cattle " worsen by their treatment (516^/-^).- None of these 
famous men was even skilled in the spurious " parasitic " kind of 
rhetoric — for each of them ended by displeasing the common 
patron 

You may say that, after all, these must have been great men, 
for their " public works " (c.g. the creation of the Athenian navy, 
the building of the walls, docks, and the like) speak for them. And 
this really proves that they were, so to say, good "domestics" or 
" personal servants " of Demus ; they knew how to provide their 
master with the things he desired. But what they did not know — 
and true statesmanship consists in knowing just this — was how to 
get him to desire what is really good (517^).^ To call them states- 
men is like calling a confectioner or a fancy baker a specialist in 
hygiene and medicine ; it is to compare a subordinate " art," 
which makes things, with the master-art which " uses " them 
aright (5i76’-5i8c). If a man made that confusion, his cooks and 
confectioners would soon ruin his constitution, and he would lay 
the blame for his want of wholesome appetite on the inferiority of 
his present cook as compared with his old one. Callicles is making 


^ 51 rai/Tt yap ^yfjoyt anovo) kt\. Socrates means that this is the verdict 
to be heard on all sides now that Pericles is dead and his dominance is at an 
end. He would “ hear " this, of course, from many quarters, it is, e g., the 
view of Aristophanes and apparently of the contemporary comic dramatists 
generally. The statement that Pericles had made .Athenians “ lazy and 
greedy “ Sid tt]p p.i(jOoipoplav refers, of course, to his establishment of the 
dicasts’ fjLiaSds. The picture of Philocleon and his friends in the lPas/;s is 
an admirable illustration of the point. 

* Socrates would have the Old Comedy on his side in what he says about 
Pericles ; the point about Miltiades and (.'imon is made to show that the heroes 
of ArLstophanes and the anti-Pericleans are in the same condemnation. 

* 515^, ov8' iyu) \f/iy(ji toutovs ws ye diaKdvov^ elvai ir^Xtws. I’cricles and the rest 
have no claim to be “ physicians of the commonwealth," but they were com- 
petent purveyors, major-domos, and butlers. So much Socrates will concede, 
but no more. 
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precisely the same blunder. The real authors of the disorders of 
the “ body politic ” were the ** statesmen " of the y)ast who ruined 
the constitution of the public by filling it with harbf>urs and docks 
and such stuff, without justice and temperance."' When the 
“ cold fit ” of the disorder arrives, the sufferer will lay the blame 
for his disord(*r on Alcibiadi's, or perhaps Calliclcs himself, who are 
at worst only minor contributors to the mischief.^ When the public 
turns and rends one of its leaders in this fashion, he usually com- 
plains of its injustice. But the complaint is as ludicrous as that of 
the sophists who profess to teach tluar pupils “ goodness,” and then 
accuse them of cheating tliem of their fees. The very complaint 
shows that neither sophist nor politician can do what he professes 
to do ; the one cannot make his pupils ” good,” the other cannot 
promote the real good of the ” people ” Of the two 

pretenders, there is a certain advantage on the side of the sophist. 
The art he caricatures, that of the legislator, is a nobler thing than 
the art of the judge, as that of the })hysical trainer who keeps the 
body fit is nobler than tiiat of the physician who banishes disease. 
If either prettnuliT really believed in himself, he would exercise 
his calling gratin ; a man vvdio can make an individual or a people 
” good ” luLS no need to take precautions against ungrateful or 
unfair treatment 

What, then, did Calliclcs mean when he recommended Socrates 
to take up ” public life ” ? Did he mean that Socrates sho\ild be a 
physician to the public or merely a ” toady ” and ” body-servant ” ? 
riie truth is that Socrates himself is the only real stati sman of his 
time, for he is the only Athenian who aims in his use of speech not 
at giving pk‘asure but at doing real good to those with whom he 
speaks. He may very possibly be dragged into court as a ” corrupter 
of youth,” and if that should happen, his condemnation is certain, 
for he would be the physician pleading against the confectioner 
before a jury of children of whom he had already spoken.® But he 
would die innocent of offence, and the dreadful thing is not to die, 
but to enter the unseen world with a soul laden with guilt {521a- 
S22e). 

^ This allusion to a possible turning of the 5 ^/lios against AK ibiacies seems 
to make it clear that the suj)posed date of the conversation must at any rate 
t>e well before the ev'eiit which fullilled the prophecy — the scandal about the 
“ profanation of the mysteries " in 415. Observe the contempt expressed 
by Callicles at 520a for the professional " teachers of goodness." This is 
strictly in keeping with his theories about the superman, since no one can 
tt^ach you to be a superman ; you have to be born one. 

2 Is this an allusion to the anecdote told by later writers about Protagoras 
and his di'faulting pupil ? Or. more probably, is not the story to which 
idato alludes a contemporary jest into which the name of Protagoras was 
worked before the time of ArLstotle ? 

• We might at lirst lx; surprised to find Socrates at what seems to be an 
early stage in his career contemplating the possibility of prosecution for 
"corrupting the young," But we should compare Agolo^y^ iSb ti., w^here 
Socrates insists that the prejudice against him and his influence goes back 
to the old caricatures of the comic poets, who charged hvm with useless 
speculations and " making the worse argument appear the better." 
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The argument of the dialogue is now complete. We reach the 
climax of the Socratic ethics of the " tendance of the soul '' with 
the declarations that statesmanship is nothing but the practice 
of this same “ art ” on the large scale, that its indispensable basis 
is knowledge of moral values, and that the ap])arent “ mugwump" 
Socrat(^s is in fact the one man of his age and city who is leading the 
real “ active life," because he has himself, and tries to communicate 
to every one else, a moral faith and moral ideals, lie alone, in a 
world of " opportunist " careerists, is doing work which will last, 
because he alone is building on a rock, \\diat makes the Gorgias 
so important in spile of its longueurs, is that, more fully than any 
other dialogue, and with an intenser it works out the applica- 

tion of the coiiC('])tion of " tendance of the soul " to the whole 
complicated business of life. Formally, the conversation is pro- 
longed for a few pages, to give Socrates tlu^ opportunity to drive 
home the exceeding horror of sin by an imaginative myth of judg- 
ment after death, the earliest in order of composition of Plato’s 
masterpieces in this kind, dhe basis of the story, in this case, 
seems more strictly Orphic and less Pythagorean than in the com- 
panion pictures of the Republic and Phaedo. The scenery, " the 
meadow where tin* thn^' ways iikh*!," ^ the judges Ixdore whom 
the dead appear, tlu‘ original division of the universe* into he^aven, 
earth, and the underworld, used as the mofif for the tale, are all 
familiar to us as features of the Orpliic mythole)gy. On the other 
hand, nothing is said of the Pythagorean reincarnation wliich plays 
so ])rominent a part in the eschatology of the Republic, Phaedo, anel 
Phaedrus, This presumably means tliat that doctrine is no part of 
the serious convictions of Socrates or Plato, and this may be why 
Socrates expressly says at 524/; that he accepts tlie present account 
of the judgment as true, without any warning, such as he gives 
in the Phaedo, against pressing its details. 

The main thought of the myth is the impossibility of escaj)ing 
the scrutiny of the eye. of the divine judge. In the old days, men 
were judged wliile still in the body, and the stains and sores of the 
soul often escaped notice, especially when the party to be judged 
was a great man, who appeared with all the splendours of external 
pomp and circumstance. To prevent such mistakes, the judgment 
has now been placed after death, that the soul may appear at the 
tribunal naked, without the " tunic ” of the body. This ensures 
that its destiny shall be decided by its worth, not by the station it 
has held on earth. W(‘ shall find Idato preaching the same doctrine 
of a divine judgment which neglects nothing and can make no 

^ The three ways are the roads wliich lead (a) from earth to “ the meadow.” 
{h) from the meadow to heaven, (c) from the meadow to hell. As usual, hell 
is depicted in the main as a purgatory for the not wholly depraved. A few 
incurables are detained there permanently as a warning to others, but these 
are chiefly ” supermen ” of the Napoleonic type. Ordinary human weakness 
is regarded as “curable.” Not all “statesmen ” take the road to destruction. 
Aristides “ the just ” is instanced as an example of a man who filled high 
office nobly and went “ straight to heaven ” (526ft). 
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error, in the tenth book of the Laws, without any mythology at all. 
In the Gorgias, the point to notice is the tone of earnestness with 
which Socrates is made to profess the doctrine as his own personal 
faith. This representation is quite incompatible with the singular 
view that the historic Socrates " was an agnostic on the problem 
of immortality. If Plato misrepresented his master in the matter, 
the misrepresentation did not begin with the Phaedo. He must 
have ended the Gorgias with a deliberate mystification.^ 

The Meno. — There are points of contact between the Mono and 
the Gorgias which make it convenient to consider them together, 
though the main purpose of the Meno connects it rather with two 
more mature dialogues, the Phaedo and the Protagoras, as well as 
with the Apology. The dramatic setting of the dialogue is of the 
simplest. It is a conversation between Socrates and the young 
Thessalian Meno, who is attended by at least one slavt:, broken by 
an interlude which tarings on the scene the prominent politician 
.\nytus, afterwards the instigator of the proceedings against 
Socrates. W'iuTe tlie conversation takes place we are not told, 
except that it is, of course, somewhere in Athens. The dramatic 
date can be n^adily fixed In' refercnc(^ to the facts about Meno 
H'conh’d in Xeno[)hon’s Anabasis. Meno joined the expedition 
of Cyrus the younger against his brother Artaxerxes II at Colossae 
in the middle of March 401 B.c. (Anah. i. 2, 6), rendered the im- 
portant service of being the first of the Greek adventurers to declare 
for Cyrus oj)enly when the army had reached the Euphrates and 
its real objective became clear (ibid. i. 4, 13), and was present with 

^ 1 may here ap]»en(l a very brief statement about the conclusion wliich 
seems to me safest on the question of the dramatic date of the dialogue. As 
I have said, I think the tone of the reference to a p)ossible revulsion of feeling 
against Alcibiades excludes any date later than about 4i(). The main 
dilliculty to set against this conclusion is the free use made by both Callicles 
and Sf*crates of the A ntiopc of Euripides, which is assumed to be a familiar 
and poiuilar work. The scholiast on .Aristophanes' Frogs 53 refers to the play 
as " recently produced " at the time of production of the Frogs (405 B.c.), and 
implies that it was a later work than the Andromeda (produced in 412 along 
with the Helena, both of which are burlesqued by Aristophanes in the Thesmo- 
phoriazusae, a play of the year 411). Unless Plato has forgotten the real 
date of a play of which he probably saw the first performance, there must be 
some error in the scholiast's reckoning. The references to the actual state of 
affairs throughout the dialogue suggest that Pericles has not yet found a 
successor recognized as such by admirers like Callicles. The picture of the 
power actually wielded by the “ orators " seems to me so completely in 
keeping with the tone of Aristophanes' Kmghis and IEas/’s, that I would 
suggest that the most suitable date is during the career of Cleon, somewhere 
about 424-422, or at most a little later. As the demagogues had been able 
to disgrace Pericles at tlie end of his life, 427 would be a possible date, but I 
think rather less likely. We need not suppose that Gorgias is in Athens for 
the first time, or that he only came there once. Andron, the best known of 
the associates of Callicles, is specially connected for us with the events of 
411-410 ; he had been a member of the “ four hundred," but, like Critias, 
took a prominent part in the overthrow of that body, being the proposer of 
the psephism which " attainted " its leading spirit, the orator Antiphon, 
But in the Gorgias, no doubt, we are to think of him as, like Callicles, only 
just beginning his career. 
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the others at the battle of Cunaxa. The rivalry between Clearchus 
and Meno, after the battle, led directly to the capture of the prin- 
cipal Greek leaders by Tissaphernes and the death of Clearchus 
{ibid. ii. 5, 27 ff.). Meno, with the rest, was sent a prisoner to the 
Persian court, where he was executed after a year's confinement 
(ibid. ii. 6, 29). Xenophon, who was a fervid admirer of the stupid 
and brutal Clearchus, gives Meno the worst of charact(‘rs. One 
may discount a great deal of this, but ihc general impression that 
the man was a spoilt and petulant boy, only half civilized, is borne 
out by Jdato’s dialogue. Xenophon does not nuaition Meno's age 
at death, but imydies that he was still a mere lad (fVi wfuilo^, he says) 
when 1 k' was put in charge of the 1500 men he brought to the 
expedition. Hence we shall hardly be far wrong if we suppose his 
})resence in Athens to be connected with the forthcoming enterprise. 
This means that we must date it not long before his arrival in 
Colossae. We must thus think of Socrates as an old man, within 
two or three years of seventy, and of the conversation as taking 
place after the restoration of the democracy in 403, when Anytus 
was one of the two or three most powerful and respi cted public men. 
The Meno then, anlike any of the dialogues we have so far con- 
sidered, is dated at a time which would be compatible with sup- 
posing Plato to have been actually present at the conversation 
and to be describing it from his own recollections.^ The dialogue 
opens with an abruptness hardly to be paralleled elsewhere in the 
genuine work of Plato by the direct propounding of a theme for 
discussion ; there are not even the ordinary formalities of salutation. 
May we argue that this indicates that its composition belongs to 
the very earliest years of Plato’s literary activity ? 'I'liis would be 
an important consideration, .since, as no onc^ denii's, the whole 
characteristic metaphysics of the Phaedo, the theory of forms and 
the doctrine of " reminiscence," are explicitly taught in the Meno. 
In any case there ought to be no doubt that tlie Meno is a cruder 
and earlier work than either of the two great dramatic dialogues 
with which it is most intimately connected, the Phaedo and the 
Protagoras, and this of itself would be enough to prove that the 
Phaedo is not, as has been supposed, a first publication of an im- 
portant philosophical discovery. 

The question raised by Meno {yoa) is one directly suggested 
by the activity of Protagoras and the other " teachers of goodness " 
(d^cTjj). Can " goodness " be taught, or, if not, can it be acquired 

* The only other “ Socratic *’ discourses for which this would be possible, 
so far as I can see, are the Apology (where I*lato mentions his own presence). 
Theaetetus and Euthyphro, (?) Phtlebus. It would consequently be possible 
for the Sophisies a.nd. Politicus also, though the fiction by which the Theaetetus, 
with which these dialogues are especially connected, is repre.scnted as read 
from notes made by Euclides is probably intended to suggest that Plato is 
not a KU)(t>bv vfioaLCTTov in the.se discourses. The.se facts suggest that, except 
in the case of the Apology, Plato means us to think of himself as absent even 
in the one or two in.stances when he might, so far as date goes, have been 
present : his intention is to suppress his own personality altogether. 
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by ** practice ” — is it aaK-qrov? If it can be acquired neither by 
instruction nor by practice, is it '' naturally inborn, or how do 
we come by it ? 'I'his is just the point at issue between the 
champions of vo/ios' and the partisans of in the time of 

Socrates. (For the Socratic answer to the problem we need to go 
partly to the Protagoras, still more to the elaborate account of the 
training proposed for the “ auxiliaries ” and the “ philosopher 
kings " of the Republic, Plato’s own final position has to be learned 
from the educational sections of the Laws, At present it will be 
enough simply to state summarily the results reached in the Re- 
public. There is no formal discussion of the problem in the dialogue, 
but the solution of it is given implicitly in the educational pro- 
gramme laid down in the course of books iii.-vii. Socrates’ solution 
there depends on a distirguo. There arc two distinct levels of 
“goodness,” one which will be sufficient for the ordinary good 
citizen and even for the “ auxiliaries,” the executive force of society, 
and a higher, indispensable to the statesmen who have to direct 
the whole of the national life and determine its standard. For those 
whose business in life is to obey rules bastai on the ideals of the true 
statesman, all that is necessary is a discipline in absolute loyalty 
to the traditions in which the ideals are embodied, and this dis- 
cipline is secured by the moulding of temper, taste, and imagina- 
tions described in Republic iii.-iv. Such an education, however, docs 
not result in personal insight, but at best in loyalty to a noble rule 
of life taken on trust. The “ goodness ” of the classes who are 
” under authority ” is thus not fmOrjTov but ({(tkyitov, a result 
not of enlightenment but of discipline. But in the statesman who 
has to create the national tradition, something more is needed. 
He must know, as a matter of personal insight, what the true moral 
“ values ” are. The statesman is therefore required to possess a 
“ philosophic ” goodness, based on direct personeil insight into the 
structure of the universe and man’s place in that structure. Such 
insight can only be won by the mind which has been trained in 
arduous scientific thinking for itself, and is therefore “ knowledge,” 
and, like all knowledge, comes by “teaching”; but this teaching 
is no mere communication of “ results.” A man is not made a 
thinker of the first order b}^ any imparting of “ information,” but 
by stimulating in him the power and the ambition to think for 
himself. This is why the one effective method of teaching in philo- 
sophy and science is the association of an older and a younger mind 
in the prosecution of an “ original research.”) 

To return to the Meno. Meno’s question, flung out in an airy 
way as though it could be disposed of in a sentence, cannot really 
be answered without facing one still more fundamental. We cannot 
expect to know how “ goodness ” is produced until we know what 
it is. And this is more than anyone at Athens, and most of all 
Socrates, professes to know. We are thus brought back to the 
problem of definition which has met us already in other dialogues 
(7Tc-i). According to Meno, this problem is no real problem at 
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all. Gorgias could have told Socrates what goodness is, or, if 
Socrates has forgotten what Gorgias has to say, Meno. whose 
admirer Aristippus had been a patron of Gorgias. can remind liim. 
There arc a variety of “ goodnesses " {d/>€Ta/). 1'he goodness of a 
man is to have capacity for public affairs, to be a valuable ally and 
a dangerous enemy, and to know how to hold his own ; that of a 
woman is to look after “ the home " and to obey her husband ; and 
tliere are yet otlier goodnesses appropriate to a child, an elderly 
man, a slave, and so forth. In fact, every age of life and every 
social station has its (uvn peculiar goodness (/2a). ( d'hus wt‘ have 

once more the confu.'^ion of definition with (‘nuiiK^ration.) I hese 
commonplaces, however, do not answer our (]uestion. W’e want 
to know what the twala, or essentia of “ goodness " is, and this 
must be something in respect of which the “ goodnesses "of male and 
female, old and young, bond and free, do not differ, a " single 
identical pattern " (a- €Un<;. J2c), in virtue of which the common 
name npiTy is bestowed.* ('onsider the analogy of lu-alth or 
strength. One might say, as Mtuio has doiue that there is " lu'alth 
in a man ’’ and " health in a woman," " manly strength " and 
" womanly strength," and that they have tlu'ir diflerences. And 
Meno himself must admit that "in respect of Ixnng health " or 
" in respect of being strength " masculine health and stn ngtli 
do not differ from feminine.- There is a singl(‘ " pattiun " of 
health (cr 7rai'Ta\oi7 €l6()<;) in all healthy beings, and similarly 
with strength. So, since we can speak of a good man and of a good 
woman, there must be some one " pattern " of goodness in man 
and woman, young and old. (In the language of to-day, " good- 
ness " must be a determinable, of which the " goodness of a man," 
the "goodness of a woman," and the rest are tlu' determinants) 
We may note that this position, which arises at once from the 
application of the theory of forms to human conduct, is of first- 

* The “ something which is the same in all cases " and justifies the use of a 
common name is successively spoken of as omiv, (what the thing ic, its 
quid) as a single fT 5 os, pattern (72c, d, e). as something which “ pervades ” 

all the cases. 8ia Tdvrujv iariv is the same " over them all," ivl irdai TavT6y 

(75rt). All these are names for the objective reality indicated by the employ- 
ment of a common predicate of many subjects, and the abundance of them 
presupposes the existence of an already rather elaborate logical doctrine 
founded on the metaphysics of forms. linguistically, ouaia is the most 
interesting of them, since in this sen.se it is a loan-word from Ionic science; 
the only familiar meaning in the Attic of the fifth century was the legal one, 
“estate," “property, personal or real." On the probability tliat the philo- 
sophical meaning of the word comes from the Pythagoreans, see Ihirnet’s note 
on Euthyphro, 10a 7. As to eZ5o5, criticism has not shaken my conviction 
that its philosophical use is a development from its source in Ib'thagorean 
mathematics — “regular figure." 

2 That in a sense there is male health and female healtli is clear from the 
simple fact that there are professors of and treatises on gynaecology. But 
the tWos of health, namely, that it is “equilibrium in the constituents of the 
organism," holds good for both sexes. The thesis that the “goodness ’’ of a 
woman is the same as that of a man was ascribed to Socrates also by Aeschines 
in his Aspasia, and is thus a genuine tenet of the Socratic ethics (cf. Burnet, 
art. Socrates, in Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, xi. 667). 
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rate importance for both logic and ethics. In logic it means that 
there is no third altt'rnative bi'tween reaIi^In and nominalism. A 
universal, uiiami)iguoiisl 3 ^ employed, signifies something or it does 
not. If it signifu's anything, that .something is not an arbitrary 
hction of my mind ; if it signifies nothing, there is an end of all 
science. Scienc<‘ stands or falls with " objective reference.’' ' 
In ethics the doctrine means that there really is one moral standard 
for all of us, male or female, Greek or barbarian, bond or free, 
fhere really is one “ eternal and immutable ” morality, not a 
\airiety of independent moral standards, one perhaps for the 
“ private man ” and another for the “ nation " or its politicians, 
or one for “ the herd " and another for the “ superman.” The 
particular ajiplication of this conviction to the case of man and 
woman is shown to be genuinely Socratic by the fact that it not 
only appears in Rtpithlic v. as the principle on which Socrates 
justifies the participation of women in public life, but is also 
implied in the* fragments of the Aspasia of Aeschines as his reason 
for asserting the capacity of women for the tasks of war and 
statesmanship. 2 

Meno is inclined at first to deny the position. But he has to 
admit that botli what he regards as man’s work and what he calls 
woman’s work are only well deme if tlu'V are performed with 
sophrosync and justice, and similarly that wilfulness {aKoXnaia) and 
unfairness are faults alike in children and in elderly men. Thus 
sophrosync and justice emerge as characteristic of human goodness, 
irrespc'Ctive of age, sex, or status. 'I'liere is then such a thing as a 
“goodness in virtue of which all human beings are good”; can 
Mono remember what (iorgias supposed this goodness to be ? He 
suggests that it may be “ capacity to command ” {^px^iv oMi t ehai 
Tun' avUf'AnTTun’, Blit wluit then about a child or a slave 

(who, of ('ourse, show their “ goodness ” not by giving orders, but 
by obeying them) ? And again, one may give unjust commands, 
and this can hardly be goodness, since it is not disputed by Meno 
that justice is a virtue and injustice a \'ice. We must at least 
qualify the statement by saying that goodness in man is the capacity 

^ W’e rniikl ina meet the argument by falling back on Aristotle’s well- 
known doctrine of the “ analogous employment of universals. True as 
that doctrine is, it remains also true tluit in its strict and primary (KvpLov) 
sense the universal can still be asserted of a plurality of subjects, and to be 
significant must be asserted of each and all of them in the same sense. Thus, 
even if it be granted, that there is no one comimui “ goodness " of all things, 
e.g. that there is no more than an analogy between tlie goodness of a good 
razor and that of a good man, the Aristotelian ethics is based on the view that 
there is a “ human goodness ’ which is one and the same for all men ; there 
is not one goodness of Tetcr and a different and merely analogous goodness of 
Paul. Peter and Ikiul have to be pronounced good or bad by the same 
standard. Aristotle’s attempt in the to justify the conventional pre- 

judice which sets up a different moral standard for the two sexes amounts to 
a denial of the moral unity of humanity, and contradicts the very principles 
on which his own ethics arc constructed. 

• See the collect >on of these fraginents in li. Dittmar’s Aeschines von 
Spheltos, 
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to command justly This at once raises the question whether 

commanding justly is goodness or only ap^rr} n?, one form of 
goodness ; in fact, in the language of a more developed logic, whether 
we are not confusing a genus with one of its own species. Wc may 
illustrate the confusion by a simple example. It would be false 
to say that circularity is figure ((rxr;/Att), though true to say 
that it is one figure among others (73^). There are other figures 
besides circles, and Meno admits that there are '' many '' forms of 
goodness besides justice. Our attempt at definition has failed ; 
like the original enumeration, it has left us with many goodnesses 
instead of one (74^). 

Perhaps we may get a hint of the kind of statement we really 
want if we go back to our illustration of the circle. There are 
many figures ((rx^i/xara) of which the circle is only one, just as there 
are many colours, of which, e.g., white is one among others. But we 
might try to define figure in a way which would express what is 
common to all figures, by saying, for example, that *' figure is the one 
thing which always accompanies colour," " the sole inseparable con- 
comitant of colour " (o fxovov r^v ovron' Tvyx<fi'€t \fmp.aTL clct CTToyMci oi', 
75c). It is true, as Meno remarks, that such a " definition " 
would involve the undefined term " colour." A pugnacious eristic 
would ignore this criticism ; he would retort that he had done 
his part in giving his ovm definition and that any amendment 
of it was the business of his antagonist. But we are not disputing 
for victory, and Socrates is ready to meet the criticism by attempting 
a better definition. Meno will admit that he knows what mathe- 
maticians mean by a " boundary " ; if we say then that " figure is 
the boundary of a solid " (err^piov rripa^), the statement will hold 
good universally and exclusively, and not be open to the criticism 
that it introduces a second " unknown " (76^). 

Meno should now attempt a similar definition of goodness, but 
irrelevantly insists that Socrates shall go on to define colour. This, 
as Socrates says, is the mere whim of a capricious " beauty," but 
he will comply with it. Meno at any rate will be satisfied by a 
definition based on the doctrine of Gorgias, which is derived from 
the " efflux " theory of Empedocles.^ Assuming this theory, we 
may say that colour is "an efflux from surfaces which fits into the 
passages of the visual apparatus and is sensible " (diroppoi) 

6\f/€i (rvfip.€rpo^ Kal alaOqro^, 7^d), a definition which Meno thinks 

^ For the Empedoclcan theory of the part ])laycd by these “ effluxes ” 
and the “ passages '' in the sense-organs into which they fit, see 1 heophrastus 
de Sensu, 7-9, and the criticism of Aristotle de Generat. A 324^ 25!!., de Sensu, 
437ft 23ff., with the striking fragment 84 of Empedocles, quoted by Aristotle, 
de Sensu. 437ft 26 [R.P. 177ft. c\ ; Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy 246-249. 
The definition is based on the Enipedoclean theory because Gorgias, as a 
Sicilian, is assumed to be in accord with the biological views of the founder of 
Sicilian medicine. Quintilian iii. i. 8 [R.P. 232] gives it as the “ tradition ” 
that Gorgias had originally been a “ disciple ” of E. Cf. D.L. viii. 58-59. 
In the Timaeus Plato makes his spokesman, who is represented as holding the 
principles of the Sicilian medicine, give the same account of colours. {Tim. 
67 C- 6 Sd.) 
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admirable, though Socrates calls it “ stagy ” and says it is inferior 
to that just given of figure.^ 

Meno at last makes an attempt at the deiinition of goodness. 
It is “ to desire the fine things and to be able to secure them '' 
(iirLOvfxovvTd To)t' KaXtjjv ^vvarov itvai vopi^errOaL, yjb). But the state- 
ment is doubly open to criticism, {a) It implies that it is possible 
to desire what is not “ fine/* that is, to “ desire evil.*' But, in fact, 
no one can or does desire what he knows to be evil, for that 
would be equivalent to the impossibility of desiring to be unhappy 
(77C-786). The first clause of Meno’s definition is thus superfluous, 
and it reduces to the statement that goodness is “ ability to secure 
goods.*' {b) By “ goods " he means, as he explains, such things as 
wealth, health, and high civic and social distinction (the ends, be 
it noted, of the “ body-loving " and “ distinction-loving " lives). 
But we cannot call ability to get these things by any means, fair 
or foul, goodness ; it would be truer to say that the virtuous man 
is /«ca[)able of gaining fortune or position by foul means. So we 
have to introduce the c|ualification that goodness is capacity to 
secure good things " by righteous '* or “ honest " means, or some- 
thing to that etfect. Now righteousness, honesty, or whatever 
other qualifications we introduce, have already been admitted to 
be “ parts ” of goodness, so that we are in effect saying that good- 
ness or virtue is attaining certain ends by the practice of some 
specific virtue (ix. we introduce one or more of the determinants 
of a given determinable into a proposed definition of that deter- 
minable itself, and thus commit a vicious “ circle," 77^-795). 
We are thus no nearer to a satisfactory definition than we were 
before. 

Meno is half inclined to lay the blame for the collapse of the 
argument on Socrates, who, he says, has the reputation of always 
being bepuzzled himself and communicating his bewilderment to 
others. He benumbs men’s wits as the fish called benumbs 

their muscles if they touch it. In any other company Meno would 
have plenty to say about "goodness." but in the presence of 
Socrates he is " paralysed." In any foreign city Socrates would 
run a real risk of being arrested for sorcery. Socrates has to admit 
the accusation, with the reservation that the comparison with the 
vdpKi) is only apt on the assumption that the creature itself is as 
" numb " as its victims. The dilTiculties his conversation creates 
in others are only the reflection of those he finds in his own thinking. 
But if Meno will adventure on the definition of " goodne.ss " over 
again, he will do his best to examine the new result (80 a-d). At 
this point Meno again tries to run off on an irrelevant issue. He 
brings up the " sophistic " puzzle which we have already met in 

* Why does Socrates prefer the definition of figure to that of colour ? 
1 Presumably because the second implies a detailed physical and physiological 
‘>l>eculation which is highly problematic ; the other presupposes only the 
principles of geometry, and geometry Is an indubitable '* science.” The 
definition of colour is rpayiK-/). ” stagy,” because it makes a show witli grand 
words which arc only a cover for imprecision and uncertainty. 
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the Euthydemus, that “ inquiry** is impossiMo because you cannot 
inquire after somethin, ir you already know, nor yci after wnat you 
do not know (since, in the second case, you would not even reco^^- 
nize the object you were looking for, if you should succeed in finding 
it). 1 his dileinnia, liowi'VtT, would ct'ast* to be a difhculty if tluMe 
should be truth in a doctrine which Socrates has leariied from 
“ priests and priestesses who have hwn at the pains to understand 
their professional duties ” and also from Idndar and other poets. 
The doctrine is that our soul is immortal and our present life only 
one episode in its history. If this is so, the soul must long ago 
have “learned ’’ everything, and only needs to be “put in mind “ 
of something it has temporarily forgotten in order to regain its 
knowledge by diligent following of the clue provided by “ re- 
miniscence." Learning, in fact, is just a process of “ re-call “ 
(drd/jLi'r/fns) , and for this reason the sophistic argument to show 
that it is impossible to learn a new truth is a mere appeal to mental 
indolence (Soe-Sza). (As we are encountering the doctrine of 
“ recollection “ for the first time, it is worth while to note what the 
exact point of it is. It must be obser\'ed that it is not a theory of 
“ innate ideas," or “ innate knowledge." in the popular sense of the 
words, ^^’e are not supposed to bring actual knowledge into 
the world ready-made with us. On tlie contrary, we are said to 
“ have learned " truth but to have lost it again, and we have to 
recover what we have lost. The recovery rt'quires a real and 
prolonged effort of steady thinking ; what “ recollection," or more 
accurately “ being reminded," does for us is to provide* the starting- 
point for this effort. In the Piiacdo, this is illustrated by the 
way in which chance “ associations " will start a train of thinking, 
as when the sight of an absent friend’s belongings or his portrait 
sets us thinking of the friend himself. The main emphasis thus 
falls not on the Orphic doctrine of pre-existence and re-incarnation, 
which Socrates professes to have learned from poets and priests, 
but on the function of sense-experience as suggestive of and pregnant 
with truths of an intelligible order which it does not itself adequately 
embody or establish. And the philosophical importance of the 
doctrine is not that it proves the immortality of the soul,^ but that 
it shows that the acquisition of knowledge is not a matter of pas- 
sively receiving “ instruction," but one of following up a personal 
effort of thinking once started by an arresting sense-experience. 
But for this “suggestiveness" of sense-experience the ignava ratio 
of the eristic, “ you cannot learn the truth from any teacher, because 
unless you know it already, you will not recognize it for the truth 
when he utters it," would be valid. We see, then, why both 
Socrates and Plato hold that “ knowledge " can only be won by 

^ In the Phaedo itself the argument is found insuliicicMit to meet the 
formidable difhculty raised by Cebes that even if pre-existence is true, 
it gives us no guarantee that we shall continue tf) be after the dissolu- 
tion of our present body. For the illustrations from “ association," see 
Phaedo, &. 
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personal participation in " n'search ; it cannot simply be handed 
on from one man to another.^ 

An illustration of the prinriph* that “ h-arning " is really “ being 
reminded of something/’ i.e. is Uie following up by fxTsonal effort 
of the suggestions of SfUise-experieruao may now be given. Socrates 
ealls forward th(' lad who is attending on Meno, after satisfying 
himself that the boy can understand a question in plain Greek, but 
has never b(‘en taught any mathematics, and undertakes to show 
how he can be brought to see geometrical truths for himself by 
merely asking appropriate questions which enable the answerer 
to correct his own first hasty thoughts. The point to be estab- 
lished is that the areas of squares are proportional to the second 
powers of the lengths of their sides, and in particular that the area 
of a square described on the diagonal of one previously described 
is double the area of the original figure. ^ We are to think of 
Socrates, of course, as drawing the requisite figure, which will be 
found in any c(')mm(‘ntary on the Meno, in the sand as he speaks. 
The boy’s first thouglit is that if we want to make a square with 
twice the area of a given one. we must make its sides twice as long. 
(That is, he argues, “ sinc(‘ 2- ^2 x 2. 4- =2 / 4.) He is easily made 
to see for himself that this cannot lx* true (since 4x4=16), and 
amends his first answer by suggesting that the side of the second 
square should be to that of the first as 3 to 2 [i.e, he suggests that 
3“ =8). Again it is easy to get him to see that this is impossible 
(since 3 > 3 =()). I'he length of the line we require must be greater 
than that of our original line, but less than half as great again 
(^'2>i<'[;). And with a few more questions, the lad is led to 
see that fhe line we require as the base of our second square is no 
other than the diagonal of our original figure The 

point insisted on is that the lad starts with a false proposition, is 
led to replace it by one less erroneous, and finally by one which, so 
far as it goes, is true. Yet Socrates has “ told ” him nothing. He 
has merely drawn diagrams which suggest the right answers to a 
series of questions. The only “ information " he has impiarted to 
the slave is that a certain line is technically called by “ the sophists," 
i.i\ " professionals," a " diagonal." Everything else has been left 
to the boy to think out for himself in response to the suggestions 
provided by Socrates’ diagrams and questions. Yet undeniably 

* Soc the language on this point of Plato, Ep. vii. 34 ir. Perhaps I may 
refer to the statement of the theory in my little volume. Platonism and tis 
Influence ( 13 oston, U S. A.. ifK.s) c. 2, as well as to Burnet, Greek Philosophy, 
Part /.. pp. 220-222. 

^ 1 he particular theorem is chosen, no doubt, because of the importance 
of the “ side and diagonal " as the most elementary instance of a pair of “ in- 
commensurable " magnitudes. 

® Thus, to put it arithmetically, what has been proved is that y/2 lies some- 
where between i and 1*3. In the famous passage Rep. 540^^11. it is made 
clear that Socrates, in fact, knows quite w^ell how to construct the whole series 
of fractions which form the " successive convergents ” to ^l2. For his 
purpose here it is enough to consider the “ second convergent," |, and to 
show that this is too large a value. 
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the lad began by not knowing something and ended by knowing it. 
Thus he “ brought up the knowledge from within ” 
auTo? ef avTov nju €iruTTif](.u}v) , and such a process is “ being re- 
minded,” “recalling” something. We infer then that the slave 
once “ had ” the knowledge he had forgotten, and since he has 
never in this life been “ taught ” geometry, the “ once ” must have 
been “ before he was a man,” ^ and thus we see that the soul is 
immortal. (Socrates, however, hastens to remark that he would 
not care to be too confident about anything in the theory except 
the main point that it proves that we can arrive at truth and thus 
saves us from the sloth and self-neglect which are natural conse- 
quences of the eristic ignava ratio (86^).-) 

We have wandered away far from our original question about 
the teachability of goodness, and Meno is anxious to have that 
answered without further digression. Tlie humour of the situation 
is that this is impossible. We cannot really expect to know whether 
goodness or anything else can be taught unless we first know what 
the thing in question is, as we hav^e admitted that we do not. But 
we may give a tentativ’^e and provisional answer to the question 
ii v7ruO€(T€o}<;, subject to ail initial postulate, sous condition. Only 
we must make another digression to explain what we mean by 
this restriction. If you ask a geometer whether a certain problem 
is soluble, he may often have to say that he does not know whether 
the problem has a perfectly general solution or not, but that he can 
give a solution for it, subject to a specified restriction. This is 
illustrated for us by the example of a problem about the inscription 
of a triangle of given area in a circle of given diameter. The geo- 
meter may be unable to say whether the inscription can be effected 
unless the data are further specified by some restricting condition. 
He will then answer that “ I cannot solve your problem as it 
stands, but if the area in question satisfies the condition X, the 
inscription is possible. ” ^ So we, in our present state of uncertainty 

* The same way of speaking about our einte-natal condition as tlie “ time 
when wc were not yet men " is characteristic of the Phacdo, it implies that 
the true self is not. as is commonly thought, the embodied soul, but the soul 
simpliciter, the body being the instrument { 6 pyavov) which the soul “uses,” 
and the consequent definition of “ man ” as a “ soul using a body as its instru- 
ment.” Since that which “ uses ” an implement is always superior to the 
implement it uses, this definition merely embodies the Socratic C(jiiviction 
that the soul is the thing of supreme value in us. 

* The caution should not be understood to mean that Socrates doubts the 
fact of immortality. His firm belief in that is the assumption of the Phaedo 
and is really presupposed by A polog. 40C-4IC. He means, as he says, that he 
will not go bail for the \670s ; it Is not really a complete demonstration of 
pre-existence and immortality, as is frankly admitted in the Phaedo, tliough, no 
doubt, it suggests their po.ssibility. The real rciison why SocraUjs attaches so 
much importance to the doctrine of “reminiscence ” {dvdfjufrjaLs) is independent 
of the use of it as an argument for “ survival.” One should be careful to 
bear in mind that dvdpLVTqais does not properly mean in the theory ” remember- 
ing,” but ” being reminded of ” something. Sensible experiences are always 
” suggesting ” to us ” ideal ” standards which none of them actually exhibit. 

® The precise character of the restriction imposed by the geometer in 
Socrates* illustration has been a matter of much dispute, which is due partly 
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about the true character of goodiiess, can only answer Meno's ques- 
tion sons condition If goodness is knowledge, then it is something 
which can be taught, i.e. according to the theory of learning we 
have just laid down, something which can be “ recalled to mind " 
(dra/xrT/cfTor, ^yh) \ if goodness is anything other than knowledge, 
it cannot be taught. (We now see the real purpose of the introduc- 
tion of the doctrine of di d/xi'Tym?. The object is to show that though 
the “ teachability ” of goodness is a direct consequence of the 
Socratic principle that “ goodness is knowledge,” Socrates does not 
mean, as some of the ” sophists ” seem to have done, that a man 
can become good by any mere passive listening to the ” instruc- 
tions ” of a lecturer, since no knowledge whatever is acquired in this 
way ; all ** learning ” is an active response of personal thought and 
effort to the ” hints ” derived from a more mature fellow-learner.) 

Goodness, then, can be taught, if goodness is knowledge and not 
otherwise, and we are thrown back on the antecedent question 
whether goodness is or is not knowledge. (Thus we conform to the 
rule of order laid down at Phacdo loic-^. W'e first consider what 
are the ” consequences,” arfitjahoira, of a ” postulate ” ; only 
when we are clear on this preliminary question do we go on to ask 
w'hether the ” postulate ” itself can be ” justified.”) To answer 
our new qut.'Stion, we have again to start with an unproved ” postu- 
late,” the vir66un<; that apiTy) is a good thing. (No question arises 
of a ” justification ” of this because both Socrates and 

Mono accept it as common ground ; it is an \k(u6i' n such as is 
spoken of in the passage of the Phacdo about logical method.) It 
follows at once that if knowledge is the only good. ” goodness ” or 
” virtue ” must be knowledge ; if there are other goods 

besides knowledge, it is possible that af)€Ty may be one of these other 
goods (Syd). Thus we find ourselves driven in the end to face the 
ultimate question whether knowledge is not the only good, or at any 
rate an indispensable constituent of all good. This question is now 
treated in the way already familiar to us. Whatever is good is 
” beneficial ” (o><^€Ai/xoi ), i.e, does us good. Now the commonly 
recognized goods are such things as health, physical strength, 
comeliness, and we may add, wealth. But none of these is ” un- 
conditionally ” good ; all may ” harm ” their possessor ; they 
benefit him when they are rightl}^ used but harm him when they are 
misused. So with the commonly recognized good characters of 
the ”soul,” of which Socrates proceeds to give a list. Courage, 
in the popular sense, covers ” daring ” or ” venturesomeness ” 
(Odofm) of every kind. But though venturesomeness combined 
with sound sense (i/ovs) is beneficial, senseless daring is harmful to 
its possessor, and the same thing is true of auxfipocrvvrj , ” appetitive 
coldness,” retentive memory, and qualities of soul generally. To 

to uncertainty about the technical terminology of geometers in the fifth 
century. For our purpose it is sufficient to grasp the main point that there 
are such restrictions. It is, e.g., obvious that some restricting condition must 
connect the area of the given triangle with the radius of the given circle. 

For a correct solution see A. S. L. Farquharson in C.Q., xvii. i (Jan. 1923). 
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be beneficial, they must be acctiinpanit'd by iiitelli^aaice or undcT* 
standing ; they, too, are harmful when misused. \\V 

infer, then, that the goodness of all other good things is conditional on 
the '' goodness of soul " of the possessor, and this again conditional 
on his intelligence It follows tiiat intelligence, or some 

specific form of intelligence (yroi o-vfXTratTu 7) n), is id(*ntical 

with “ goodness," and therefore that " men arc not good by 
nature," i.e. goodness is not a matter of congenital endowment (as 
Callicles maintains in the Gorgias for example, Syd-Sqa).^ 

This last inference admits at once of empirical verification, for 
if goodness were congenital endowment, we could d(‘tect its prt'sence 
in early life, and so we could secure a succt‘ssion of true statt^smcai 
by merely selecting the pro]>erly endowt‘d natures in early life and 
bringing them up " under guard," carefully isolated from all 
risks of contamination/-^ Yet. on second tlioughts, we may see 
reason to distrust our identification of goodness with knowl(‘dg(\ 
If it were knowledge, surely there would be professional teachers 
of it and they would have "pupils." Hut then^ does not appear 
to be any such " profession." It is lucky for us that Anytus has 
just taken a .seat by our side at this point of the conversation. He 
is the son of a worthy citizen who made a fortune by stead}^ intt'lli- 
gence and industry ; the popular judgment is clearly that h(‘ has 
had an excellent early training and education, as is shown by his 
repeated election to high offices. His o})inion on the qui‘stion 
whether there are " teachers of goodness " ought tluTcdore to be 
highly valuable {Sqh-cpb). 

(Wh}" does Plato introduce Anytus at this particular point ? 
Note that lie is not supposed to have heard the preceding discussion, 
which he would have been quite incapabh* of a})preciating. He 
comes up to the bench on which Socrates and Meiio are sitting, 
and joins them just in the nick of time, as they are beginning to 
consider the problem about the professional teaclu-rs of goodness. 
Nor is there any appearance of " irony " in what is said about him ; 
unlike Xenophon, Plato never .suggests that Anytus had any dis- 
creditable private motives for supporting the jirosecution of Socrates. 
The irony of the passage only concerns Anytus to the same degree 

^ Note again the exact corres]><>rKU:n(:e of the Social ic argil nunit for tlu' 
identity of virtue and knowledge with Kant’s argunient for the thesis that 
the only unconditional gotxl is the “ good will." Kant’s furtiier ])roposal to 
make conformity with the bare form of a universal imperative the direct and 
sufficient criterion of riglit action might be said to be simply a ret:kless develop- 
ment of one side of the Socratic ethics, its " inteilectualism," in unreal isolation 
from its " eudaemonism." 

^ It rniglit be objected, is not this selection, here assumed to be impossible, 
actually proj^osed as the very foundation of the " ideal .sta,te " in the Repuhlic ? 

'I he answer is No. In the Republic it is. of course. rccogniziMl tliat endowment 
counts for something, and therefore there is an early initial selection of pro- 
mising future " guardians." Hut educational tradition counts for much 
more ; hence the length at which the problem (d tlie creation of a riglit 
educational tradition is di.scussed. and the ))rovision fur })n)motion.s am) 
degradations at all stages according as the subject under education justilies 
or belies his early " promise." 
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as tin* whole of the AtheMi.in public wIh) n*sfwx:t and trust him. 
It is clearlv meant that, to the riifsistire of his intellic^rna*, Anytus 
is an al)le and pul)li(' spirited man who desrrw's the trust he receives 
'riiis defect, one which he shares with the whole Athenian public, 
is simply that he is an t:spn/ home. He has the average Athenian 
(hanocratic prejudicr against men who are “ tc>o clever.” the 
intelfi^enfsia , and tlie average Athenian’s incapacity for ever calling 
his own prejudices in question, and it is just l)ecause he is such a 
” represc'iitative man ” that the public trust him. The purpose of 
bringing him in is ch arly to make us realize the violence of the 
Ath(‘nian prejudice against the ” intellectuals,” and the inabilitv 
of ('.ven a well-to-do and ” educated ” ])ublic man to discriminate 
b(‘tween Socrat('S and tlie ” intellect \ials by profession.” If 
Socrates could be so misconceived by the ” leaders of public opinion.” 
we understand how ho. came to be prosecuted without needing to 
imput(‘ liis fate to anything worse than honest stupidity.) 

If you wish a young man to learn a science such as medicine or an 
accomplishment such as tliit(‘-playing, to whom do you send him ? 
You always select a teacher wlio claims to be a professional expert, 
and for that very reaM)n charge'^ a fee for his instructions ; yon 
would never think of putting him under a mere ” amateur ” who 
do(‘S not make a profession of imparting his own skill. It should 
seem, then, that statesmanship, the scitmee of the right conduct of 
affairs and the right manage of life must, by parity of reasoning, be 
learned from the specialists who claim to have made a profession 
of teaching its princi])k‘S. and consequently, like all professionals, 
charge a fee — that is, from the “ sophists, as men call them.” 
Anytus lias the profoundest horror of the whole profession ; they 
are. he says, as every one can see, mere depravers and corrupters 
of all who frequent their lectures. Yet it is difficult to accept this 
view of tliem. It would be a unique fact that any class should 
make a paying profession of visibly spoiling the materials entrusted 
to it.^ In point of fact, Protagoras made a considerable fortune 
by the trade of ” teaching goodness,” and he exercised it for over 
forty years. Thus there was plenty of time for him to be found 
out in, but he never was found out. and his high reputation has 
survived him to this day, and he is not the only example in point. - 
Anytus is quite sure, though he is thankful he has never in his life 
had to do with a sophist, that the sophist is a designing scoundrel. 

^ E.g. the medical profession would not continue to provide anyone with 
a living wage if medical men really killed oil their patients. In real life a 
‘'faculty” of Sangrad<\s would be “found out.” Anytus supposes that the 
“ sophists ” hiivr been found out. and yet contrive to grow fat on their quackery'. 

* 1 think we arc bound to take the observations ai)out Protagoras {Meno, 
<)id-€) quite seriously. Socrates seriously means that the lifelong success 
of Protagoras, and the high esteem in which he w^as and is held, show 
that the democratic view that tliere wiis nothing at all in him, that he 
was “ a palpable and mischievous impostor,” is far too simple to account 
for the facts. Protagoras may not have been all he supposed himself to be. 
but there must have been something in him to inspire such long-continued trust 
and veneration. 
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and the societ}^ which does not make penal laws to suppress him a 
silly dupe. But, however true his views may be — though by his 
own showing he must be arriving at them by “ divination ” — they 
are not to the point. The question is not who are the corrupters 
of youth, but who are the “ teachers of goodness from whom the 
young may learn the true principles of the conduct of life. Anytus 
holds that we need s[)ecify no particular professional teachers ; the 
conduct of life can be learned from any “ decent Athenian, and 
he has learned it from his father, who learned it again from his. 
It is simply a matter of imbibing an hereditary tradition — a view 
illustrated in the Proiagoras by the way in which children pick up 
their mother-tongue or their father's trade witliout any formal 
teaching or apprenticeship (Protag. 327c ff.). To doubt the possi- 
bility of this would amount to denying that there have b('en “ good 
men " in Athens (90^-93^7). 

Socrates does not deny that there are and have been at Athens 
men who are “ good at citizenship ” (ayaOo] ra TroKiTiKd)} but what 
he does doubt is whetlur such men have also b('en competent 
teachers of the goodness they practise. The difficulty is tliat the 
sons of these men have all proved either worthless or insignificant. 
Thus they clearly did not teach their goodness themselves to their 
sons, and it is notorious that even those of tluun who, like 
Thcmistocles, were careful to have their sons trained in mere elegant 
accomplishments, never sent them to anyone for special education 
in “ goodness.” The obvious inference is that the ” good Athenians,” 
whom Anytus regards as competent ti^achers of goodness, do not 
think themselves or anyone else competent to teach it ; they must 
have supposed that goodness is not the kind of thing which can be 
taught. Anytus is so chafed at having to listen to such unsparing 
criticism of the eminent figures of the national history that he misses 
the point and relapses into silence with an angry warning to Socrates 
that the Athenian democracy is no safe abode for a man who will 
not learn to bridle his tongue,- — a plain hint, on Plato's part, that 

^ It has been su^j^eslcd by Th. Gomi*eiz that words iire meant to 

soften down the asperity of the declaration of the Gordias tliat none of the 
r^reat figures of Athenian democracy was a true statesman, and even that the 
chief motive of Plato in writing the Meno was to placate a public opinion 
naturally irritated by such utterances. This seems to me liopelessly fanciful, 
(a) '1 here is really no '* recantation ” in the Meno. The democratic leaders 
had been denied in the Gor’^ias to be statesmen on the ground that they were 
empirics, whereas statesmanship is a science. According to the Meno, these 
same leaders arc so convinced that their own " goodness " is not teachable 
that they make no attempt to get it taught to their sons, d his is just the 
criticism of the Gorgias put in other words. (6) In one respect the Meno 
goes further than the Gorgias. That dialogue had conceded Atliens at least 
one genuine statesman, ArLStidc.s " the just ” {Gorgias, 526/d. In the Meno 
Aristides figures among the rest of the famous men who must have supposed 
that goodness cannot be taught, since lie never had it taugiit to his son 
{Meno, 94<r/). 

* Hannibal Chollop’s advice to Mark Tapley, " You had better crack us up. 
you had,” is much the same as that Anytus gives to Socrates, and in both 
cases the warning is probably not meant unkindly. 
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it was just this sort of unsparing and impartial free speech about 
the democracy and its leaders which caused the mistaken but 
intelligible suspicion of incivisme to attach to the philosopher 
(q2,b-g^a). '1 hat Socrates was really in the habit of employing 

these criticisms is clear from the fact that the very sain(! use of the 
arguiTK'iit about statesmen and their sons occurs both in the Prota- 
goras and in the Alcihiades. 

The sophists may. in any case, be dismissed from the discussion, 
since Meno, on the whole, agrees with Anytus that they cannot teach 
goodness and thinks it a point in favour of Gorgias that he dis- 
claimed the pretension. In fact, most men, like tlie poet Theognis, 
lind themselves unable to make up their minds whether goodness is 
teachable or not. I hey say “ Yes " and “ No,'* according to their 
moods. Groodness is thus in a uniquely unfortunate position. 
The claims of the professional teacIuTs are generally disbelieved, 
and the persons whose practice is generally admired cannot make 
up their own minds wh( ther their specialty can be taught. It looks 
as though there were neither teachers nor learners of goodness, and 
consequently that it is not a thing which can be taught. But how, 
then, is it ever ])ro(kiced, as we must admit that it is ? On second 
thouglits, \\v see a way out of the difficulty. Knowledge is not the 
only thing which is beneficial in practice. A riglit belief (ophij 8(k‘o) 
will direct practice as satisfactorily as genuine knowledge. A guide 
who had a right belief about the roacl to Larissa would take you 
there as successfully as one who really knew the way. For practical 
purposes, tlien, a right belief is as good as knowledge — but for one 
trilling drawback. '1 here would be no practical dillerence, if you 
could make sure that a man will always retain his right belief. 
Hut beliefs are like the fabled statues of Daedalus, which can walk 
away if they an‘ not fastened to their place. The statues are tine 
pieces of work, but their price is naturally low if they are loose. 
So a correct belief is a line thing, if it will only stay wath you, but 
it will not stay long unless you fasten it down aiVtas Xoyur^tp “ by 
thinking out the reason why " of it (qSa), and this process is what 
we have already called “being reminded" (dj u/xr>;(7(s). When 
we have thought out the “ reason why." the belief becomes know- 
l(*dge and is abiding. We may apply this distinction to the solution 
of our problem. 

The “ eminently good men " of Athiais plainly do not owe their 
usefulness as political h'aders to knowledge, for if they did, they 
could teach “ statesmanship " to others. Thcmistocles and the 
rest were therefore not “scientific statesmen," not ao^xn [gob)— 
the conclusion also reached in the Gorgias — and it is absurd to thmk 
they owed ail their achievements to accident. Their successes 
must have been due to “ correct opinions " (€i*8<4Va. ggb). They 
were much on a li'vel wdth givers of oracles and diviners, who often 
say very true things without knowing it (since the responses aie 
delivered in a sort of temporary “frenzy"). Thus w’e may class 
together “ seers," poets, and statesmen, as beings who all say and 
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do brilliant things without really knowing what they are saying 
or doing, because they are all acting in a state of “ possession,” 
though Anytus, perhaps, will not like our conclusion {q^h-qqe).^ 
To sum up, then : goodness is neither inborn nor yet learned from 
teachers, but arises from a happy irrational ” divine possession ” 
(O^ui fLOLfia av€v i/oi’), unless, indeed, there could arise a statesman 
who could teach statesmanship to others. His “goodness ” would 
be to that of other men what substance is to shadow. We must, 
however, remember that our conclusion is tentative ; we cannot 
say with certainty how goodness arises until we have answered the 
still outstanding question what it is. In the meanwhile Mono 
would be doing Athens a service if he could make Anytus more sym- 
pathetic with our point of view (qge-iooc). 

The full meaning of tlu'se last remarks only comes out when we 
read them in the light of the Republic and PJiacdo. The “ states- 
man who can make another a statesman ” is just the philosopher- 
king of the Republic, where the crowning achievement of the “ ideal 
state ” is to make provision for the permanent teaching of a states- 
manship which is science, clear intellectual insight into fundamental 
moral principles, not a succession of “ inspired ” adventures, and 
the provision takes the form of a system of thorough education in 
hard scientific thinking which culminates in the direct aj^prelumsion 
of “ the good.” In the light of this I'diicational scheme, we can 
see that the main object of the concluding argument in the Mcno 
is to distinguish between a higher and a lower kind of goodness. 
The higher kind is that which the Republic calls the goodiuss of the 
philosopher, and it is based upon certain and assured personal 
knowledge of the true scale of goods, and is therefore ” abiding.” 
The lower kind, which is at best a “ shadow ” of true goodness, is 
based on “ opinions ” which are true, but are not knowledg(‘. and 
therefore not to be counted on as permanent ; in fact, it r(‘sts on 
acceptance of a sound tradition of living whicli has not been con- 
verted into personal insight into the scale of goods. This is all 
which is demanded in the Republic even of the soldiers of the 
State ; their goodness is loyalty to a tradition of noble living in 
which they have been brought up, but of which they have never 
even asked the reason why, life by an exalted standard of “ honour.” 
Since there are sound elements in the moral tradition of any 
civilized community, it is possible for an Athenian statesman in 
whom the best traditions of his city are inbred to “ profit ” the 
State by goodness of this inferior kind, “ popular goodness,” as the 
Phaedo calls it. But security for permanent continuance in well- 
doing is only to be had when a sound traditional code of conduct 
has been converted into “ knowledge ” by understanding of the 

^ Socrates regards the acliievemciits (jI a Thcmistocles or a l^criclc's as 
'"wizardry," but he does not mean this as a compliment. "Possession" 
was popularly regarded as a kind of disease, and we have only to go to Aristo- 
phanes to see what the current estimate of Oeoudvrcis wa.s. 

The effect of his classification is much that which might he produced to-day by 
speaking together of " ventriloquists, mediums, and cabinet ministers." 
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" reason why," that is by personal insi^^ht into the character of 
^^oocl and personal understanding- of th(‘ plac(i of each of the 
-‘t,-oods” of hfe in the hierarchy of good. I hus the true states- 
man would be the Socratic philosopher who understands the 
principle that the “ trnd.mce of the soul ” is thf* supreme business 
of both individual and State, and judges soundly of the nature of 
the “ spiritual health " at which the “ tendance ’’' aims. Of course, 
we readily set* that " j)hiloM>phic goodness," being thus identical 
with knoLdcii^e ol true good, must be " teachable," if you go to 
work tht‘ right way, wh(‘n‘as a " goodness " which does ru)t n^pose 
on apprelu'usion of principles cannot be taught ; it can only be 
“ imbibed " by habituation in conformity to a tradition, 'fhe 
\’acillation of mankind in their attitude to the teachability of 
virtue is thus 1o be explaint'd by the ambiguit\' of the word "good- 
nt‘ss ’’ ; men an* dinilv aware that real goodness depends on grasp 
of intelligible principles and thus ought to be teachable, but they 
ccuifuse this real goodness with its shadf>w, loyalty to an established 
tradition (ptci I'stablished, and common experience shows that this, 
however it is to be s(*cured, cannot be secured by teaching. The 
(ontributions of the dialogue to the theory of knowledge, the ex- 
position of the doctrine of " reminiscence " and of the principles 
of method, with all tlu'ir importance, are meant to be secondar}’ 
to this main result ; the account of pre-existence and immortality, 
again, is strictU- subordinate to the theory of di'd'/zrr/rrts itself. 
It would l)e a co'mplete misunderstanding to lind the main purport 
of the dialogue in th(‘se things, though there is no reason to doubt 
that they were connected in the personal W dt-Anschanung of 
Socrates 'with his main tenet, the supreme worth of the and 
its specific good, knowledge. 
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SOCRATIC DIALO(;UKS: KUTIIVPIIHO, APOLOGY, 

CRITO 

I HAVE reserved these well-known dialogues for considt^ra 
tion at this point for the simjde reason that it is difficult to 
separate them from the Phaedo ; thus it is natural to niak(‘ 
the treatment of them the immediate prelude to a study of th(‘ 
four great works in which Plato’s dramatic genius shows itself 
most perfect. I do not mean to imply that 1 n'gard the whole 
series of dialogues which centre round the trial and dt'ath of Socrates 
as uninterruptedly following one anotheu' in order of comf)osition. 
As I have already ('xplaincal, 1 do not feel satisfied that we are safe 
in saying more on the question than that the slighter works we are 
considering must, at least in the main, be regarded as earlier than 
the four great dramatic dialogues. It is possible, pcuhaps even 
probable, that at any rat(.‘ the /l/>o/ogv may have been written 
before sev(Tal of the works we have already dealt with, but the 
probability need not affect our treatment if it is true, as the present 
analysis tries to show, that there is no serious variation in the 
doctrine of Plato’s dialogue's until we come to the S(‘ri('S unmistak- 
ably shown by style to be later than the Republic. In treating of 
the whole series of these “ dialogues of the trial and im])risonment 
I shall avail mysc'lf fulh^ of the commentaries of Professor Burnet 
{EutJiypliro, Apology, Crito, 1924; Phaedo, 1911); this will make it 
possible to aim at a brevity which I should have been only too glad 
to secure for some other parts of this book. 

I. Euthyphro . — On all questions connected with the scene and 
personages of the dialogue, sec Burnet’s Introductory Note, to which 
I would only append the following remarks. It is not certain that 
the Euthyphro of our dialogue is the person of the same nauKi whom 
we have encountered in the Craiylus, though tins is possible. If 
the two men are one and the same, we shall clearly have to think of 
Euthyphro as now in middle age and his father as a man of some 
seventy-five or more. To my own mind, the tone of the conversa- 
tion is consistent with these suppositions and inconsistent with 
regarding Euthyphro as in any sense young. (He is a familiar 
figure in the ecclesia which he often addresses.) I fully agree with 
Burnet that the supposed proceedings by Euthyphro against his 
father as a murderer must be historical fact ; the situation is too 
bizarre to be a natural fiction. Also I think it clear that k'gally 
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Fntlivphro had no c<iSo anrl was pnjh.ihlv non ^uhrd bv the 
/te/Vi'/ev, bnt I would add that in all j»iob.ibihty I-Ul})Vj>hi » iui/i If 
aluntrd on iln^ His ol)]*. t. ay he exj^lains at 4/. i. to cirar 

//be.sWnroni the n-li^ion-, jx^lution inrurred by Ip iul: in '.uiv wuy 
iiccossorv to a It iw an information hi- father, 

fvi-n with full kiuavlrdec that it will be 'ilM!li^M•d on t»(..hnical 
j^Touruls, he \u\> done all that a scruimloii- con-ciimcG can rt;f|vurG. 
Any possible “ \)olhuion ” will lienr. forth rest ruot on him but on 
the authoiiti(‘S. and he would probably feel himself free for the 
future to live in ordinary family relations with his fatlier. 'this 
is presumably what he wi.-,hed to do. \\e need nf>t sut)pose that 
he expects or desires any grave' cainsecjnences to lia])])en to the old 
gentleman. As to the main purpose of the. dialogue, again, I think 
Burnet is clearly right. As both Plato and Aeschines represent, 
Srx'rates had lived in association with religious ascetics and mystics 
of the Orphic ty])e ; every one also knew that he had been formally 
convicted of sorni' kind uf religious innovation. The natural 
infeieiici* would have bei;n that he was himself a sectary much of the 
same type as Ihithyjdiro, as Ihithyphro seems to suppose. It was 
a duly of piety to his memory to makt: it clear that his views on 
religion were v(Ty ditierent from those of a sect who found the 
“ deep things of Ciod in stories like those of the binding of Cronus 
and the mutilation of Uranus — tales wliich had nothing to do with 
the official worship of Athens and were repulsive to the ordinary 
Athenian. It is eciually clear that Enthyphro is not intended, as 
has often been said, to represent “ Athenian orthodoxy," i.e. the 
attitude of the dicasts who voted for the conviction of Socrates, 
since, as Burnet points out, lie instinctively takes the side of 
.Socrates as soon as he has heard the nature of the charge against 
him, and clas.sos Socrates and himself together as theologians 
exposed to the unintelligent derision of the " vulgar." ^ 

Ostensibly the problem of the dialogue is to determine the real 
character of oo-ior?;?, “piety." or as we should probably say now, 
“ religion," that part of right conduct which is concerned with 
man's duty to God. As usual, no final result is expressly arrived 
at, but the interest lies in the comparison of two different con- 
ceptions of what “ religion " is. The conclusion to which we seem 
to be coming, but for an unexpected difficulty, is that religion is 
the “ art of traffic between man and gods," or the art of receiving 
from the gods and giving to them (Euihyphro, i^d, e). On the face 
of it, this is a view of religion thoroughly in keeping with the more 
sordid side of the ancient State cultus, which was very much regulated 

1 See the full treatment of all this in Burnet, op. cit. pp. 2-7. As to the 
ordinary Athenian estimate of the Hcsiodic stories about Uranus and Cronus, 
see Aristophanes, Clouds, 904, Isocrates, xi. 38-40. How far tlic .Athenians 
were from taking Cronus seriously is sufficiently showm by the simple fact that 
Kp6vot is Attic for “ old Methusalem " or “ Rip van Winkle." Even the 
allusion of Aeschylus, Ag. 168 fl., has a touch of contempt for the unnamed 
being who is now “ down and out" {rpioicr^por ofxereu rvxtay) and the " bully " 
who prec eded him (ra/x/xixv 0p6La€k fipvufp). 
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on the do ut des principle. It exactly hits off, for example, the 
spirit of Ycligio as understood in the early days of the ]\oman 
republic. Hence it is not surprising that more than one editor 
(Adam, Burnet) should have found the real point of the dialogiu^ 
in a hint thrown out, but not followed up, a little earlier {EiitJiyphro, 
13^), that religion should rather be thought of as the co-operation of 
man with God towards some noble result (TruyKaXor c'/jyoi) which 
is left unspecified. It is at least certain that the making of this 
point is one of the main objects of the discussion, and that the view 
is shown to arise directly out of the application to religion of the 
notion of “ tendance " {O^paTreia), so fundamental in tlie Socratic 
ethics. But 1 think it would probably be mistaken to suppose 
that the other formula is intended to be rej('Cted as conveying 
a selfish and sordid conception of religion. In the sense put upon 
it b}^ ordinary Athenian practice, and apparently by Euthyphro 
himself, that religion consists in knowing how to jierform a ritual 
worship which will procure tangible nUurns for the worshipper, 
the formula is, no doubt, sordid enough and wholly at variance with 
the conception of (lod and the service of (lod attril.)utcal to Socrates 
throughout the dialogues. But this interpretation is not the only 
one which could be put on the. phrase. If we think rightly of the 
blessings for which it is proper to pray, it will be a worthy con- 
ception of religion that it is an intercourse beiweiai man and (jod 
in which we offer ‘‘ acceptable sacrifice " and receive in return the 
true goods of soul and body.^ And there can be no doubt both that 
“ praying and sacrificing aright " are omor//? and that oinorq^, 
since it is virtue or a part of virtue, is in the Socratic view an inuTTiipu) 
or T€\Kr/, an application of knowledge to the n\gulation of practice. 
Plato himself, who deals with the regulation of institutional religion 
at length in the Laws, would have had nothing in jirinciple against 
such a formula, rightly interpreted, i'he early Academy seem to 
have been right in including among their delinitions of “ piety " 
[imrifULd) alternative formuhne which are obviously conflations 
of the different suggestions of our dialogue, “ a faculty of the 
voluntary service of the gods ; right belief about honouring the 
gods ; the science of lionouring the gods.'* 2 Hence I do not feel 
at liberty to treat the two suggestions about the nature of religion 
as meant to be exclusive of one another. 

A very brief analysis of the argument will enable us to re- 

1 Cf. the model of an acceptable prayer offered by Socrates, Phaedriis, 
2^<^c, and the conception of ha.ifxovi% as th(i middlemen in the “ traffic 
between man and God " in the speech of Diotima reproduced by Socrates in 
Symposium. 202e. 

® [Plat.] Def. 412? 14, oovaftis OepairevriKT] BeQv iKOvaio^’ wepl OtC)v rifxrjs 
opd'n' ^irLariipr) irepi Oewv rip.f}S. ( f. the definition of ayveia (ihid. l .pi 12), r/;? 
Heod TLfirfS Karh (fivaiv depairiia, and of haioif {ibid. 4T5<'/ <>), Otpairevp-a Otod ap^uTtv 
Oetp. That the Academic definitions of our Plato MSS. in the main belong 
to the earliest days of the Academy is shown by the frequent apjieals made 
to them in Aristotle, especially in the Topics, in some cases the testimony 
of Aristotle enables us to refer a definition specifically to Speiisippus or 
Xeiiocrates as the author. 



S()( RATIC DIALOGUES 


149 


discover in the Euihyphro the principal points of both ethical and 
metaphysical doctrine witli which we are already familiar. 

'I'he act for which Euthyphro is arraigning liis father, we must 
remember, is specifically an offence against religious law, not a 
(ivil wrong, and luithyjdiro does not profess to be in any way 
actuated by motives of humanity or regard for civil right. He is 
afraid of incurring religious “ pollution " by living in household 
relations with a “ sacrilegious person,” and wishes to safeguard 
himself. It is implit^d that the average Athenian, who is shocked 
at his procedure, is ignorant of or indifferent to the religious law 
in which Euthvphro considers himself an expert. Obviously, then, 
as a ” doctor in theology ” la* may be presumed to know what we 
might call ” canon law ” in its (Uitirety, not mereh^ the paragraphs 
of it which deal with homicide. Hence Socrates, as a person 
^lloI tly to be arcus('d of irreligion, appeals to him as an ( xpert for 
an answer to the (piestion what ” piety ” (to cihrtiScs) or ” religious 
duly ” (to o(rtoi) is in its griiuine character. There must be some 
ouf' character which Ik longs to all action which is ” religiously 
right” (ocnoi). and an opposite character which is shown in all 
action whic h is n ligiousiy wrong. There must be a definition of 
“religious obligation,” and we want to know what it is. It is 
notici'alde that this common character of the ” religiously right ” 
is at the outset spoken of as a single /ebi [Euthyphro, ^d) and subse- 
qucntlv as an {()d) and an oiVio (iici)- I his is the language 
familiar to us as technical in the so-calk‘d Platonic ” theory of 
Forms,” but it is represented as understood at once by Euthyphro 
without any kind of t'Xplanation. It seems quite impossible to 
esca])e the conclusion that from the very first Plato represented 
Socrates as hal)itually using language of this kind and being readily 
undcTstood bv his contemporaries.^ 

Like so many of the interlocutors in these early dialogues of 
Plato, Euthyphro at first confuses definition with the enumeration 
of examples. “ Ixeligioiis duty ” is to proceed against the party 
guilty of an ofhuice against religion, whetluT it be a homicide or a 
sacrilegious theft, or any other such crime, without being deteped 
by any regard for the ties of blood ; to neglect this duty is ” irre- 
ligious ” (5c^-c). We have the best of examples for this, that of 
Zeus himself who ” chained ” his own father. Of course, if this 
statement is taken to be more than a product icui of instances, it 
would be delightfully “ circular.” since it makes religious duty 
amount to active (qipositioii to irrehguui. Stacrates prefers to 
regard the statement as a mere illustration and simply repeats 
his H'quest for an account of the ” one form ” in virtue of which 

* 1 licrc is indeed an important point on which Socrates is represented as 
needing to explain himself in tlie Phacdo ; he luis to explain at some length 
how the theory of Ioanns bears on the problem of “ coming into being and 
passing out of being." We may readily l>elieve that this would need some ex- 
plaining to most persons, but the meaning of the words. ibU, el5oi, and the 
reality of the existence of " forms," is simply presupposed in the Fhaedo, as 
elsewhere, without any explanation or justitication. 

6 
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all religious duties are religious. This leads to a first attempt at 
definition : “ the religious is what is pleasing to the gods, the 

irreligious what is not pleasing to them” (6e). This is, in form, a 
good definition ; whether it is sound in substance remains to be 
seen. The difficulty is that, according to Euthyphro himself, dis- 
sensions and enmities exist among the gods.^ Now it is not every 
disagreement which leads to quarrels and enmities. A diffenmee of 
opinion about number, size, or weight is readily settled by an 
appeal to counting, measuring, or weighing. It is when we comr to 
disagreement about moral questions right and wrong, fine and 

ugly, good and bad ” that it is hard to find a standard by which to 

settle the disagreement, and this is why it is regularly differences of 
this kind which lead to quarrels and factions among us - (jc-d). 
We may fairly reason that if the gods quarrel and figlit, it is over 
the same questions ; they quarrel about right and wrong, and each 
party will be pleased by wliat it regards as right and offended by 
what it thinks wrong. 11ius what pleases one god may offend 
another, and the same act will be, in that case, both religious and 
irreligious (Srt). Cronus, for example, can hardly be supj)osed to 
approve of Euthyphro ’s present proceedings. 

Euthyphro’s way of meeting the difficulty is to commit in an 
undisguised form tlie circle already implied in his original state- 
ment. There are points, he urges, on which all the gods would 
agree ; they would all agree, for example, that wrongful homicide 
ought not to go unpunished. (Thus he suggests that the definition 
might run that religious acts are those which the gods approve 
unanimously, with the explanation that the class ” acts unani- 
mously approved by the gods ” is identical v\dth the class of rightful 
acts.) But the suggestion makes matte rs no better. No one, not 
even the defendant in a prosecution for homicide, ever denies that 
wrouf'jul homicide, or any other wrongful act, ought to be punished. 
The issue at stake is always which of the two parties is in the wrong 
and what is the precise character of the wrong committed. If the 

1 These “ wars in lien veil ” refe r principally to the stories of the dethrone- 
ment of Cronus and the Titans and the war of the gods with the giants, to 
wliich allusion has already been made. 'I hey are part of the Orphic and the 
Hesiodic thcogonies. Socrates does not believe such stories [liiithyf hrn, ()a-c) 
and it is easy to show that they were not taken seriously by Athenians in 
general, but Eutliyphro has expressly avowed his belief in them and still 
stranger talcs fC/q. and it is he who is offering the definition. Hence the 
objection is perfectly valid against him. 

- 'fhe passage is noteworthy. Plato is fond of assimilating the use of a 
true “ scale of values " to the employment of number, measure, and weight. 
We may fairly conjecture with Burnet that the suggestion comes Irom 
Socrates. Knowledge of good, by enabling us to estimate correctly the relative 
worth of different “ goods,” would reduce our heated quarrels about our 
” rights ” to a problem in ” moral arithmetic.” There is much truth in this. 
In the bitterest of such quarrels both parties often sincerely wish for no 
more than their ” fair due.” The trouble is that they cannot agree on the 
question how much that is. Compare Leibniz's hope that a perfected 
symbolic logic” would reduce all philosophical disputes to the working of 
a “ calculation.” 
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gods are at variance, then, their difference cannot be on the 
question wliethcr a wrongful act should be punished, but on the 
very different question what acts are wrongful. How do we know, 
for example, that different gods might not be of different mind 
about the rightness or wrongfulness of the step Euthyphro is 
now taking ? This, however, is only a minor difficult3^ \Ve may 
allow Eutliyphro to put liis definition in the amended form, “The 
religious is that which the gods approve and the irreligious that 
which they disapprove unanimously." But we still have to ask 
the graver question. “Is a religious act ndigious because the gods 
approve it, or do they ajiprove it because it is ndigious ? " (S6-ioa). 

(The question is one which has played a prraninent part in 
ethical controversy in later da^^s. It amounts to asking whether 
acts of piety, or more gcuierally virtuous acts, derive tiieir character 
of being riglit from the mere fact of being commanded, or are com- 
manded because tla^y are antecedently intrinsically right. Are the 
“ commandmimts of (iod " arbitrary ? Is moral obligation created 
by the imposition of a command? I'his is, in effect, the thesis of 
both Hobbes and Locke, and is what Cudworth is denying in his 
treatise on Eternal and Immutable Morality, when he sets himself 
to argue that acts are good or bad “ by nature " and not by “ mere 
will." 'fhe same issue rc*a})])ears in a different terminology in the 
objection taken against 1 lutcdu'son’s doctrine of an “ im])lanted 
moral sense " by those who urgeil that on the theory in question 
our Creator miglit hdvo givt.ui us an inverted “ moral sense," and 
then the promotion of human misery would have been our highest 
duty.) ^ The point is too hue to be taken at once by a man of 
Euthyphro’s type, and thendore has to be explained at a length 
which we find supeiihious. The difliculty hardly exists for us, 
because we are accustomed from childhood to the distinction be- 
tween the active and jxissive " voices " of a verb. In the time of 
Plato there was, as Burnet reminds us, no grammatical termin- 
ology ; the v(‘ry distinction between a verb and a noun is not 
known to have been drawn by anyone b(dort* Idato himself, and 
that in a late dialogue, the SopJiistes. fhe point to be made is 
the simple one that a definition of an oiVm cannot properly be 
given by means of a verb in the passive voice (Burnet, loc. cit.). 
That is, it is no answer to the question what something is. to be 
told what some one or something else does to it. In more scholastic 
terminology, a formula of this kind would be a definition by means 
of a mere “ extrinsic denomination," and would throw no light 
on the quiddity of the definiendmnr (It must be remembered that 

^ The problem was also a prominent one in the age of Scholiisticism. It 
is against the view that obligation is created by command that St. Tlionias 
( 5 .C.G. iii. 122) says that fornication is not suhiciimtly proved to be sinful 
by alleging that it is an “ injury to God.” ” For we only olfeiid God by 
doing what is against our own good.” It therefore still remains to show 
that the conduct in question is ” against our own good.” 

^ Of course such delinitions are common enough ; e.g. you could not define 
” trustee ” except by a verb in the passive voice or its equivalent. But what 
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in a question of moral science we are not concerned with a purely 
nominal dehnition, like those of mathematics, the mere interpreta- 
tion of a new symbol by a combination of symbols already familiar. 
The definition of a character such as ocnov is inevitably a real 
definition, and this is why Socrates calls it a discourse about an 

orcrm.) 

I'he principle to be laid down is that when something ha])pens 
to, or is done to, a thing there is always a corndated person or 
thing who is the doer. Thus if a thing is carried, or is seen, then* 
is some one or something who carries or sees that thing. And when 
we use a “ passive ” participle or adjective to characterize any- 
thing, we do so because something is being done to tlie thing by 
something else*. (Thus, it is meant, if a thing is being seen by 
some one it is a “ thing stM‘n " or visible (bfHoficvor), but you could 
not argue that because a thing is visil)le some one must actually 
be seeing it.^) In other words, a passive participle or adjective 
of passive sens(^ is always a denominaiio extrinscca. Now a thing 
which is liked or approved {<f)i\ovfk€vo\) com(\s under this rule ; 
‘'it is not because it is a-thing-approved that some one ap- 
proves it ; it is because some one actually approves it that it is 
a-thing-ap])roved ” (loc.) But this consideration is fatal to our 
proposed formula, if the formula be taken as a definition of 
TO mrtoi'. If “ all the gods " aj)prove the “ religious act," that, as 
Euthyphro concedes at once, is because the act is " n‘ligious " ; 
its character as iUrun' is the cause of th('ir approbation. The 
“ extrinsic denomination " thing - approved - by - the - gods, on 
the otlier hand, only belongs to to oinov as a consequence of 
the fact that the gods approve it. Thus the formula does not 
tell us wliat the character on the ground of which the gods 
approve certain acts is (its oiWa), but only something which 
happens to thc'se acts, namely, that the gods a])prove them ; 
it tells us an "affection" {TraOos) of the "religious." not its 
quiddity (ii^).- 

Thus we have to begin the. work of looking for a definition of 
the " religious " over again. Our definitions kei'p running away 
from us, like the mythical statues of Daedalus, the reputed ancestor 

you are really defining in this ease is a relation, the ri lation of the trustee to 
the " truster.” In the cas? of t6 oaiov wc are attempting to define a 
quality {wdOo$), and it is no definition of this quality to say tliat ” the gods 
like it.” 

^ Berkeley, it is true, seems sometimes to V^c arguing as though we could 
infer from the fart that a thing is visible, the further fact that some one is 
always seeing it. Jiut even he would hardly have argued that if a thing i.s 
eatable, some one must be eating it. 

* It is tacitly assumed that if the gods approve x, y, .1 . . , tlu^y do so 
for an intelligible reason. There is some character common to x, y. z over 
and above the ” extrinsic denomination ” of being in fact approved, and this 
character is the ground of the approbation. On the use of the words ovala, 
wddos (the most general name for anything, mode, quality, relation, etc., which 
can be asserted of a subject), see Burnet’s notes, loc. cit. i he way in which 
the terms are used without explanation implies that they are part of an 
already familiar logical terminology. 
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of Socrates.^ Socrates must have inherited, much against his will, 
a double portion of his ancestor’s gift, for it seems that he can 
bestow mobility on other men’s “ products ” as w(‘ll as on his own. 
But he will try to do what he can to remedy the trouble. At this 
point [12a) the discussion makes a fresh start — a start, we may note, 
due to th(^ direct suggestion of Socrates, whose }jart in the dialogues 
is by no means so exclusively that of a mere critic of others as is 
sometimes fancied. What is the relation of to oator (religion) to 
hiKaLoavvff (duty, obligation, morality in general) ? We both 
admit that what(‘ver is religious (omoi) is “ dutiful ” or “ right ” 
(^LKaLov) ; can we convert the proposition simplicitcr and say that 
whatever is right is religious ? Le. is all duty duty to God ? 
Euthyphro has the difficulty which seems to beset all beginners in 
logic in seeing that the universal affirmative proposition does not 
admit of simple conversion, and the point has to be made clear 
to him by examples. All reverence (tti^ok) is fear, but it is not 
true that all fear (t’.g. fear of illness) is reverence. All odd integers 
are numbers, but all numbers are not odd. Reverence is a “ part ” 
of fear as “ odd number ’’ is of number. In the more developed 
logical terminology of Aristotle, the thing would, of course, be 
expressed by saying that reverence and odd number are species 
of the genera f(‘ar and number, but Plato, who sits loose to 
terminology, except when it is needed for the purpose immediately 
in hand, liabitually ust's the word “ part ” {fiopLoy, /xepos) for what 
vve still call the membra divideniia of a h)gical “ division.” When 
tlie point has been explained to him, Euthyphro at once answers 
that TO oiTiov is only one part of to oAuioi that is, in modern 
language, that duty to (iod is not the wliole (»f the duly of man. but 
one specific branch of it. Thus, like the mass of mankind, he 
believes in a jdurality of di>tinct ” virtues.” Man has. e.g., a certain 
set of ” duties to God.” and another distinct set of duties to his 
fellow-na-n, and it would follow that you might sjx’cialize in one of 
these braiiclus of duty but neglect the others. You might be 
strong in ” religion ” but weak, r.g., in hoiu-sty, like the legendary 
Welshman who ” had a wonderful gift in prayer but was an awful 
liar.” From the Socratic point of view, this would be impossible. 
All virtue is knowledge of good, and consequently any one real 
virtue, if you live up to it, will prove to cover the whoh' of human 
conduct, riie ” content ” of morality and that of religion would 
thus alike be the whole sphere of human conduct, and it would be 
quite inqx)ssible in principle to distinguish a man's ” religious ” 
from his ” moral ” duties. At bottom, the reason why the Euthyphro 
ends negativt'ly is the same as that which accounts for the formally 
negative result of the Laches or Charmides, the fact that genuine 
” goodness ” is a unity. 

* I'or the i)oint of the jest, .sec Burnet, loc. cit. It would he spoilt if there 
were any truth in the later story that Socrates was actually the son of a 
sculptor and had practised tlie calling himself, as any intelligent reader ought 
to sec. 
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This is suggested at once for us in iid. If *' religion " is a 
“ part " of morality, wo must go on to ask "which " part it is ; 
i.e., to use the technical ])]irase which meets us as such for tlit! first 
time in the TheactctHs, we must ask for the " diftercnce " whicli 
marks off “ religious ” duties from the rest of our dutir>. \\V 
may suggest that to hiKamv can be divided into two sj>eri»'s, tlu 
“ cult or ''service ” [^hpuTraa] of the go<ls and the cult or servacc 
of man ; Uie former will be religion (l2e). 'Hie thought is that all 
mondity is service, and that servict' falls under two mutually 
exclusiw' h(\ids. th(‘ “ service of 'iod.” and “ the >cr\’ie(* of man.” a 
view still widely yvapular. (I'rom Socrates' yviint of v'u \\\ of course, 
the view would be false ; you c.uinot rve man without in the 
very act seiwine (n)d, nor st iwa* (kkI without >er\‘iiie man.) 

To follow the arg!iin< iit to which this third attempt at a detini- 
tion gives ris(‘, we h<ive to remember that the word (fi.utm'a was 
in use in two special conru'xions. It was used of the c'u// of a 
deity by his worshipper (cp. our objectionalile use of tln^ phrases 
“ divine service.” ” Sunday services or of a great man bv hi^ 
courtiers, aiul of the ” tending ” of men or animals by professionals 
such as j)liysicians and groom> (the sense of the word from wlii(di 
Socrates developed his conception of th(‘ ” t(mding of one’s soul 
as the Mipreine busine.'^s of life), 'fhe ])n>blem i^ to determine in 
which, if (.‘itlier of these senses, religion is to he called the ” s(Tvice ” 
of God. If we start with the sc'cond sens(‘, that in which tlie pro- 
fessional trainer of hounds or oxlaad may be said to ” tend ” or 
” serva* ” the hounds or oxen. w«‘ see that the .lim of such tcmdance 
is always to maki' the ” t('nded ” ])etter. to get the dogN or oxen 
into the pink of condition and keep them so. Ibit we cannot 
suppose that religion is the S(^r\dce of God in this staist*. No one 
would say that ])y performing liis ” n ligions duti('S ” h(‘ ” mak(^s his 
gods better ” (i3(7-r). We must moan ” service ” in llic very diiferenl 
sense in which slaves are said to ‘‘.serve ” or ” tend ” tlaur owner. 
Now the ” servic(‘ ” of a slave consists in acting as an instrument 
or " understrapper ” in carr3dng out his owner's business ; it is a 
form of vTTtjfKTLKr'i, " co-operating as a sul)ordinate with a supe rior 
for the achievement of some n^sult ” (13^. 

Now we can say at once what the result to which the slave of a 
medical man contributes undfT his master's direction is ; it is tin* 
curing of the inasle r's j)atients. So the slave of a l)uilder contri- 
butes as a subordinate to the construction of a ship or a lionse. If. 
then, " serving God ” means contributing as an iinderworker 
contributes to the business of his superior, if it is " co-operation 
as an instrument,” wliat is the great work to whi('li u'c contribute 
" under the gods”? (13c). (No answer is given to the (piestion in 
our dialogue. None could ]>e given by a man like Eiitluqdiro who 
keeps his morality and his religion in .separate ” water-tight com- 
partments,” and Socrates naturally docs not answer his own question. 
But it is not hard to discover from other dialogues wh it the Socratic 
answer would be. 'bhe great business of man, wc know, is to ” tend ” 
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his own soul, and so far as he can the souls of all who come into 
(‘,ontact with him, to “ make th(?m as good as possible." \Vf‘ shall 
find him, in the Phaedo and elsewhere, describing this course of life 
as " assimilation to God ” (o/AotWtv 'flius we shall not go far 

wrong if we say that the " great and glorious work of God " is to be 
the source; of order and good to the universf*, and that we " contri- 
bute under God " to that work in the degree to which we bring 
order and good into the little " world " of our own personal life 
and that of the so( i(dy to which we belong. Such an answer would, 
of course, })resupj)ose the "unity of the virtues," and break down 
all barriers Indwt^rai the service of man and the service of God, 
morality and religion ; it would make irreligion a breach of morality 
and laxity of morals an offence agauist religion.) 

Euthyj)hro’s inability to follow the thought of Socrates throws 
him back on what had all along been his implit-d position, the position 
f)f the fanatic wlio divorces religion from morality. "If a man 
knows how to please the gods by his words of ]»rayt;r and his acts 
of sacrificr that is religion, and that is what makes private families 
and public commonwealths prosperous " (14//)- Li briefer phrase, 
religion is " a scic'uce of sacrificing and praying " (146'). (Eiithyphro. 
of cour.^e, takes the word " scienct* " employed by Socrates to 
mean simjdy correct knowlrge of the ritual to be observed.) Now 
in sacrificing we give something to tlie gods and in })ray(T we ask 
something from lliern. S(^ we may finally put Euthyphro’s thought 
into this definition (the fourth and last of the dialogu**), "Religion 
is th<‘ science of asking the gods for things and giving tilings to 
them " (i 4 d). Now the right way of asking will be to ask for what 
we really need, and the right way of giving will be to give the gods 
wliat //uy want of u<. and thus religion turns out to be " an art of 
traffic between men and gods " (i/irropiKi} OtoU k<i] aitifiwTnn^ 

7ra/)’ a\K}'j\un , 14c). But traffic is, of coursc. a transaction between 
two parties for mutual advantages ; one " cannot be ]>uyer and 
seller too." W'hat one party to the traffic between gods and men 
gets out of tin* transaction is obvious ; the gods send us all the good 
things we enjoy. But what " advantage " ((’x^cAta) do they get 
from us ? No " profit," says Euthyphro, but " honour and thanks 
and gratitude " {rifn} t€ kuI yt/xi kuI xdfn^, 15^7)- “ f be religious 

act "thus turns out to be "that which is grateful (K€\«p«cr/xcj(>r) to 
the gods," and this brings us back to the very definition we have 
already had to reject, that " the religious " is ro ror? dtoU c/jiAor, " what 
the gods approve* " (15c) ; so that we are no nearer knowing what 
religion is than when we began our discussion. 

As I have said, tlie giaitlc satire on the unworthy conception of 
religion as a trade-enterj)ri.s(‘ carried on by (iod and man for their 
miilual benefit ought not to blind us to the fact that the definition 
of it as knowing how to ask from God and how to make a return to 
Him is capable of being understood in a genuinely Socratic sense, 
file very introduction into tliis formula of c7rirrT>;/o; as the genus 
of religion should indicate that it contains a suggestion we arc 
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meant to follow out. Imitation/' says the proverb, " is the 
sinccrest form of flattery.” And we may add that the "imitation 
of God ” shown in a life devoted to the "tendance of the soul ” is 
the one acceptable Tifxi) and the true thanksgiving for the goods we 
receive from God. So understood, the formula that religion is 
asking the right things from God and making the right return does 
not contradict but coincides with the other formula that it is co- 
operation as agents " under God ” in a great and glorious " work." 

2. Apoht^^y. Apolo^^y is too w(‘ll known to recpiire any 

elaborate analysis, thoueli it must not be passed o\'er without some 
remarks on points of general interest. Apart from its strictly 
historical interest as a professed faithful re})ia>duction of the actual 
language of Socrates at the memorable trial, it lias a philoso])hical 
interest as a pictun^ of the life of " tendanci‘ of tlu' soul " adopted 
with full consciousness and led at all costs to its ap])roj)riate and 
glorious end. What is dc'picted is the life of a " martyr ” of the 
best tyj)e as seen from within by the martyr himself; the obj(‘Ct 
of the pictuH' is to make us understand why the martyr chooses 
such a life and why the completion of his career by the martyr's 
death is a corona and not a " disaster.” In our more corninonplaci' 
moods we are accustomed to think of martyrdom as a highly dis- 
agreeable duty ; perhaps it must not be shirked, but we feel that, 
to be made tolerable to our imagination, it must lx‘ " mad(' up ” to 
the martyr by an " exaltation ” to follow it. Plato iikmus us 
rather to h‘el that the martyrdom is itself the ” exaltation ” : 
in crnce gaudiiim spirilns ; ambtila uhi 7'is . . . non invcnics 
altiorem viam ^^itpra, nec sccuriorem viam infra, nisi riani sanctac 
crncis. The Apo/o^y is the Hellenic counterpart of the second 
book of the Jniitatw, 

Tor the considerations which make it certain that in substanct^ 
Plato has preserved the actual speech of Socrates (which, as he kds 
us know, he himself heard), see Burnet’s Iniroduciory Note and the 
works referr(‘d to there. We must, of course, understand that, 
like all the circulated versions of celebrated sj^'cehes (those* of 
Aeschines and Demosthenes in the mattiT of the " Crown,” for 
example), the published speech is supposed to haxa* been " revis(*d ” 
in accord with the canons of prose- writing. Plato Ijas, iif) dou])t, 
done for the defence r^)f Socrates what men like 1 )emoslheiu's did 
for their own speeches before they gave them to the world. At the 
same time we clearly have no right to assume tliat the proc('ss of 
revision and polishing involves any falsification of fundamtmtal 
facts. 'I'hat what we possess is in substance a record of what 
Socrates actually .said is sufficiently proved b}^ the singk* considera- 
tion that, though we cannot date the circulation of the Apolo^v 
exactly, we can at least be sure that it must have been given to the 
world within a few years of the actual trial, and would tlius be n ad 
by numbers of persons, including both devoted admirers of the 
philosopher and hostile critics (and presumably even some ot the 
judges who had sat upon the caseh who would at once detect any 
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falsification of such recent facts.^ It should also be added that 
even the subtle art by which Socrates, while professing to be a mere 
“layman” in forensic oratory, actually makes his spctech conform 
to preced('nt in its genemJ structure;, an art most readily appreciated 
by following Ihirnet’s careful analysis, is certainly not a mere 
stylistic ” improvement ” by Plato. TIk; Gordias and Phaedrtis 
would be mere mystifications if it were not the fact that, for all 
his contempt for the ideals of contemporary “ rhetoric,” Socrates 
was quite familiar with its recognized methods and principles. 
Indeed, the Apolo;^}' might be said to afford an ironical illustration 
of the parado.x of tlie Gof'^ias alKnit the uses which may legitimately 
be made of rhetorical devices. Socrates is in the position of an 
accused party, and he makes a “defence ” which has been felt from 
the time of Xenophon onward t(j be something very much like an 
avowal of guilt. 'I'liis is exactly in accord with the principles of 
the Gordias. Socrates i> accused (if an offence, and in the eyes of 
an av(‘rage Athenian, tliough n(3t in his own, he has done what 
amo\mts to the commission of that offence. ('on.sequently he uses 
iinjires.sive eloquence, not to veil th(‘ facts but to put their reality 
in the clearest light. He is. and for many years has been, a “ .sus- 
p('Cted character,” and the whole “ defence ” consists in insisting 
(ill the point and e.xplaining that the suspicion has been inevitable. 
lA'en 11 k‘ act of which an ordinary adv(icate would ha\’e made the 
most as evidence of “ sound demcjcratic sentiments.” .Socrates’ 
defiance of tlic* order of the ” Thirty ” in the affair of Leon (ApoL 
^ic-d), is deliberately introduced by a previous narrative of an 
event of which siicli an advocate would have been careful to say 
nothing, or as little as possible, Socrates' opposition to the 
at the trial of tlu' .\rginusae generals. Thus what might have been 
used by a man like Lysias to make an acquittal morally certain is 
actually employed by Socrates as an opportunity to warn the 
court that they must e.xpect from him no sacrifice of conviction to 
“democratic sentiments.” ITom the point of view of a Lysias, 
Socrates must have been “ throwing away the ace of trumps ” by 
using the story of his defiance of the Thirty as he does. 

The very singular historical circumstance's of the trial of Socrates 
have been better explained in Profes.se^r Burnet’s notes to his 
(‘(lition of the Apology and the chapter on the “Trial ” in Greek 
Philosophy, Part /., than anywhere else. I shall therefore refer 
the reader to those works for full discussion, contenting mysi'lf with 
an indication of the ])oints which seem most important. 

Though the actual prosecutor was Meletus, every one knew that 
the real instigator of the whole business was Anytus, one of the two 

* In particular, it i.s quite unthinkable that l^lato .should have invented 
the few words, addressed to fricinls and supporters after the court had voted 
the penalty of death, with which the Apology closes. Modern writers, who 
think it “ impo.ssibIe " that Socrates should hav’c spoken after sentence had 
been pronounced, are simply transferring the procedure of a modern European 
court of justice to the Atlieiis of the fifth century. For the opportunity the 
case Avould give for the making of the remarks, see Burnet, Apology, p. i6i. 
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most admired and trusted leaders of the restored democracy. 
Since Anytus was in one and the same year assisting the prosecution 
of Socrates but lielping the defence of Andocides on the very sam<* 
charge of “ irreligion," we cannot suppose motives of fanaticism 
to have had anything to do with his action. We may f.iirly suppose 
that what he attributed to Socrates was the corru})tion of the 
young men/’ and that tliis meant exercising an influence hostile 
to the temper of unquestioning loyalty to the dc'inocracy. That 
this crime, if it is a crime, was one of which Socrates was guilty can 
be proved from tlie Apology itself, where his ca])ital j)oint is that he 
is ready to encounter the hostility of the or of any one else 

at the bidding of conscience. vSuch criticisms of th(‘ heroes of the* 
old democracy as we read in the Gorgias and Menu are additional 
evidence, though, in fact, a practical politician ” like Anytus 
would need no evidence beyond the notorious intima(a(‘S l)etween 
the philosopher and men like Alcibiades, Critias, and Channides. 
But there was a reason why Anytus could neither put his real case 
forward without disguise of some kind nor appear as the actual 
prosecutor, and this reason has rightly been insisted on by Burnet. 
The worst “ offences ” of Socrates liad been committed under tli(' 
old democracy and all open reference to tla^m was banned by 
the Act of Oblivion forbidding all questioning of citizens for any- 
thing done before the archonship of Kuclides. Anytus had himself 
been one of the foremost ])romoters of this Act and could tlierefon 
iieitlitT himself prosecute, nor instig.ite anyone else to prosecute, acts 
coverc'd by this amnesty. It was necessary to ])ut forward some 
further pretext for proceeding and to find a nominal j)ro>ecutor 
who would make the jiretcxt the main charge in his indictment. 
This explains why, to judg(‘ from the Apology, tiie prc'cisc nature 
of the “ corruption of the young ” by Socrates was left sf) much in 
the dark that we only discover what is mc'ant by reading rather 
carefully between the lincis of the defence. It also explains the 
selection of “ irreligion ” as the accusation to be pressed home and 
of Meletus as the nominal prosecutor. Burnet is plainly right in 
holding that it is most improbable', since the name Meletus is a 
rare one, that there should have been two men of that name, one of 
whom prosecuted Socrates and another Andocides for the same 
offence in the same 3^ear. If, as is probable, the prosecutor in both 
cases was the same man, and the speech “ against Andocides ” 
preserved to us under the name of Lysias that deli\’ered by Meletus 
in the prosecution of Andocides— whether it is a composition of 
his own, or one written by Lysias to be spoken “in character,” 
we see at once why Meletus was selected. I'he spc'cch against 
Andocides is that of a sincere but hopelessly crazy fanatic — the 
very man to make the right sort of tool for a political intrigue just 
because he combines absolute honesty with the simplicity of a half- 
wit. Such a man would throw himself heart and soul into the 
prosecution of an impic, none the less effectively because, as is 
clear from the line taken by Socrates in his defence, neither he nor 
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anyone else knew precisely what the “impiety'’ consisted in. 
(It is also worth notice that according to Andocides Mcletus was 
one of the party who executed the illegal arrest of Leon, in which 
Socrates refused to be concerned, and thus, as a man who had 
contracted the pollution of ought to have been in the dock 

himself on the very charge he was bringing against less guilty folk. 
That Socrates di.sdains to make a point of this is .strictly in keeping 
with his character.) As to the meaning of the “ impiety ’’ charged 
against Socrates, all that we learn from the Apology is that Socrates 
n gards it as liaving something to do with the caricatures of his 
earlier scientific pursuits in the (Amida and other comedies, where 
men of science in general are ref)rescnted as having no respect for 
the gods of th(; current official wor.->hips. ISo doubt this statement 
is corr('('t. as far as it g'-vs, but there must have been something 
more behind the indictment of Socrates. The fact that Andocides 
was tried on the same charge about the same time for a ritual offence 
and found it necessary in his defence to go into the whole old 
scandal of th(‘ “ mutilation of the Ilermae " and the “ profanation 
of the mysteries “ .s('ems, as Burnet has urged, to give us the key 
to the secret. Alcibiades and other ]>rominent men among the 
associat(*s of Socrates had Vieen deeply implicat(‘d in the aflair 
of th(^ “ mysteries,” and this would, no doul)t, lx* in tlie minds of all 
the judges. Socrates makes no allusion to tlu' matter in his de- 
fence, but this only proves what we should expect from the whole 
tenour of his life, that, even in defending himself on a capital cliarge 
h(' was scru])ul()us to observe tlu' spirit of the law by which 
offences Ix fore the archonship of Huclides had been ” amnestied.” 
]\lel(‘tus is likt'ly to have been less cautious. 

W’e Ciiniiot well accjuit Anytus of having stoo]>ed to instigate 
a ])roct*eding in which he was ashamed to take the j’Jiincipal part, 
and of having used a tool whom he must have desjnsed. But this 
is no more than has often been done by politicians who, as the 
world goes, are counted high-minded. His object was simply to 
frighten away from Athens a person whose infltumcc he believed to 
be undesirable, much as Dutch W’illiam resorti'd to tricker}^ to 
frighten King James out of England — an act for which he is eulogized 
by Macaulay. Socrates might have preserved his life by going 
away before trial, as it was customary to do when there was any 
doubt about acquittal. Indeed Plato is careful to let us see that 
even when the case came into court, escape would have been easy, 
rhe verdict of gtiilty, even after the uncompromising speech of the 
accused had been dtdivered, was only obtained by a small majority. 
We may safely infer that an opposite verdict could })retty certainly 
have been secured by a little deference to popular opinion, a littfe 
adroit silence about one or two incidents and stress on others — 
such as the excellent military record of the accused — with a few 
words of regret for the past and promise of cautious behaviour in 
future. Even wdthout any of this, it is clear that if Socrates had 
chosen to pro])ose a moderate fine as a sufficient penalty, the offer 
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would have been accepted. (Not to mention that he could readily 
have escaped during liis unexpected month of detention in custody, 
and that public opinion would not have blamed him.) The accusers 
had no wish to have the guilt of any man’s blood at their doors ; 
Socrates himself forced their hand. Without any desire for a 
martyrdom, they had created a situation in which there must in- 
evitably be one, unless the other party would com7)romise with his 
conscience, and a martyrdom Socrates determined they should 
have. Tliis is what he means {Apolof^y, 39/;) by saying that botli 
sides must abide by their riftyiuLa. Socrates holds in conscience 
that his conduct has been that of a public benefactor, his opponents 
that it amounts to crime worthy of di^atli. They would like a 
confession from himself that their estimate is correct ; if by act or 
word he would admit this, tliey are willing not to inflict the penalty. 
They do not wish to iidlict death, but they do wish for the ad- 
mission that it is deserved. If it is deserved, says Socrates, let it 
be inflicted ; 3n;)ii shall be compelled to “ have the courage of your 
opinions.” 

In dealing with tlie analysis of the Apology we have to start by 
understanding that the real and serious defence of Socnites, which 
is made to rest on his conviction of a special divine mission to his 
fellow-countrymen, does not begin until we reach page' 28^. W’hat 
goes before (ApoL iya- 2 jc) is introductory matter, and is concerned 
with two preliminary px;)ints, the explanation of the prejudices 
which have grown up about Socrates (18^-24/^), and a p)r(>of that 
the accuser himself cannot sa3^ or at aiu’ rate dares not say. what 
he realK" means by his charges ( 2 ^h~ 2 je). 'rhnuighout xhr whole 
of the pireliminary pages we must expect to lind al)undant traces of 
the wliimsical humour which the enemies of Socrates in Plato call 
his “ iron}^ ” ; at every turn we have to allow for tlie patent fact 
that he is ” not wholly serious ” ; the actual defence of his conduct 
through life, when we reach it, is pure earnest. (It is important 
to call attention to this, since the well-known narrative of the 
part pla^^ed by the Delphic oracle in the life of the p)hilosopher 
belongs to the prcliminar}^ account of the causes of th(' popular 
misconceptions about him, and has to be takc'U with the same 
allotvance for his native humour as the account of the Inirlesqui's 
on him by the comic poets. The claim to b(‘ conscious of a special 
mission, imposed not by “the gods,” nor b}^ “Apollo.” but “ b}' 
God,” comes from the actual defence. '1 he two things have very 
little to do with one another, and are treatc’d in very different 
tones ; nothing but misconception can come of the attempt to 
confuse them. Similarly the point of th(! “ cross-examination ” of 
Melctus has repeatedly been missed by commentators who have 
not seen that the whole passage is humorous, though with a humour 
which is deadly for its victim.) 

(a) Plea for an Impartial Hearing and Explanation of the Existing 
Prejudices unfavourable to the Speaker, — I'hc speech opens in a 
very usual way with an apology, mainly playful, for the s7)eaker’.s 
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anacquaintance with the diction of the courts, and a request to be 
allowed to tell his story in his own way The one piece 

of downright earnest in this exordium is the insistence that the 
supreme business of oratory " is to tell the truth — a business in 
which the speak(T may claim to be more than a match for his 
accusers. Like every one who wishes for an impartial hearing, he is 
first bound to remove any prejudices tlie audience may have con- 
ceived against him. It will not be enough to deal with the attempts 
the pros(‘Cution has just made to create such prejudict^s ; there is 
a more inveterate prejudice dating from old days ; the judges who 
are to decide the cas(‘ have heard long ag(j that Socrates is a “ clever 
man " who “ busies himself about things aloft and under the earth, 
and inak(‘S the weaker cause apfX‘ar the stronger ” the double 
accusation of being a j^iivsicist and being an “ eristic.” w'hich is, 
in fact, made in the ('loads of Aristophanes. ” Intellectuals ” of 
this type are popularly sus,)ected of disn‘gard of the gods ; the 
charges were made in comedies which many of the judges must have 
seen a quarter of a century ago, in bo\’hood. when impressions 
are easily made ; th(‘y have nevtT receiv(‘d any rejoinder; what is 
more, they have been repeated since' of malice prepense ^ by a host 
of anonymous slandenTs, and it is these vagiu prejudices rather 
than the accusations of tht* present prosecutors that are likely to 
stand in the way of a fair trial 

The sufficient answer to all this is that Socrates is not responsible 
for the nonsen.s(‘ he is made to talk in the loads. liis judges them- 
selves must know whether they ever heard him discourse on such 
topics. But he is careful to add that he means no disparagement 
to knowledgif of this kind ; if it exists. 2 Neither is it true that 
he has ever made a ” profession ” of ” educating men ” ; i.e. he 
is not one of the professional teachers of ” goodness.” though, 
again, he is far from disparaging so splendid a calling. If he 
really could ” teach goodness.” he says humorously, he would not, 
like Evenus, do it for a paltry five minae. He would know how 
se faire valoir (20/;), 

How then has he got the name for being ” clever ” or ” wise ” ? 
Here comes in the well-known tale of the Delphic oracle and its 
response to Chaerephon. that no man living was wiser than Socrates. 
Socrates says that he was at first staggered by this pronouncement, 
and set to work to prove Apollo of Delphi— never a persona grata at 
Athens, for excellent reasons — a liar, \\dth this view he went round 
looking for a wiser man than himself in the various sections of 
society. He began with the ” statesmen,” but soon found that 
though they fancied themselves very wise, they certainly had no 

* (pOjvif) Kal 5ta^o\f}, iSd. It is implied that there was no real ill-feeling on 
the part of the comic poets who started these stories. They meant no more 
than fun. We can see for oui selves that this is true of .Aristophanes. 

*Apol. igc. As Burnet points out, loc, cit., w'hat is said here is quite in 
keeping with the representation of the Phaedo that Socrates was deeply in- 
terested in all these matters in early life, until he discovered that he “ had no 
head for them (an expression itself to be taken playfully). 
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wisdom. Next he tried the poets with much the same result. He 
found that they were hopelessly incapable of explaining what they 
meant in their finest work ; this showed that the poet, like a 
possessed person, speaks under the influence of a genius and inspira- 
tion of which he is not master.^ Finally, he turned to the artisans ; 
they were less disappointing than “ statesmen and poets, sinct* 
it turned out that they did know something. They knew their 
own trades. Unfortunately they fancied that because they knew 
their trade's, they must equally be competent to judge of the greatest 
questions no doubt, as Burnet has said, how to govern an 

empire ). 2 It seemed then as though the Delphic god was not 
lying after all ; he was merely speaking in riddles, tlie notorious 
trick of his trade. He iiu'ant to say that human wisdom is such a 
sorry affair that the wisest man is one who, like Socrates, knows 
that he does not know anything to boast of (Apol. 2oa-2'^h). 

Naturally enough, the victims of this experiment did not take 
it any too kindly, and the matter was made wa)rse by the young 
folk, sons of wealthy and leisun'd citizens, who accompanied 
Socrates, “ without any pressing on his part (auro/xarot, 23c; i.e., 
they were not in any sense “ pupils ”), for tlic sport to be got out 
of the thing, and even tried to practise the trick themselves. Their 
victims, of course, complain that Socrates is tlie ruin of the young 
people. When they are asked how he ruins them, shame prevents 
the reply, “ By exposing the ignorance of us older men," and so 
they fall back cm the old charges against scientific men in general, 
the accusation of irreligion and " making the W(?aker case the 
stronger." Tlu? present prosecutors are the mere mouthpiece's 
of this idle talk (23(;-24/>). 

(6) Direct Reply to Melelits. —Socrates now turns to the charges 
actually brought against liim by the prosecution, with which he 
deals very curtly. The luimour of the situation is that the prose- 
cutor cannot vt'nture to say what he means by either of his chargtis 
without betraving tlu' fact that, owing to the " amnesty," the 
matters complained of an* outside the competency of the court. 
What h{' really means by the "corruption of the young" is the 
supposed influence of Socrates on Alcibiad(;s, Oitias. (’liarmides. 
and others who have be(‘n falst? to the democracy ; the ( harge of 
irreligion is connected with the scandals of the y«*ar 415. Hut to 
admit this would be to invite the court to dismiss tlu* case. Hence, 
when Meletus is press'd to explain what lie means, he has to take 
refuge in puerile nonscmsc*. The judges could understand the 
situation and, no doubt, enjoy it amazingly ; many modern com- 
mentators have been badly perplexed by the " sophistical " char- 
acter of Socrates’ reasoning simply because they have not set them- 

* As Burnet says, tac. cit., Biiripidcs would he about the t'irst of the “ trage- 
dians " to whom Socrates would apply his test. We liavc seen already that 
Socrates held the “ modern " view of poetry as dej)endent on " inspiration." 

* Compare Mr. Chesterton’s mot about “ the authority which obviously 
attaches to the views of an electrical engrineer " on the existence of God or the 
immortality of the soul. 
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selves to realize the difficulty of Meletus’ position. They have 
missed the irony of Socrates’ pretence that a prosecutor who is 
fanatically in earnest is merely playing a stui)id practical joke. 

Meletus professes to have detected Socrates depraving the 
young. If he lias, clearly he must be able to say who improve 
them. Under pressure, Meletus has to fall back on the view that 
any good Atlienian imj^roves the young by his association with 
them (because his influence is <‘xerted in favour of the moral tradi- 
tion of society, exactly as we have found Anytus maintaining in the 
Mow, and shall find Protagoras explaining more at length in the 
dialogue call(Ml after liim). Socrates stands alone in making young 
people worse by liis influence on them { 2 ^c). Now this is contrary 
to all analogy ; if you consider the case of liorses or other dfmiestic 
animals, you find that they are improved by only a few, the pro- 
ft‘ssionals who understand the art of training them ; they are 
s])oiIed when entrusted to anyone else. Moreover, a man must 
lie very dull not to see that he would be acting very much against 
liis own good by dejiraving the very persons among whom he has 
to live. No one would do such a thing on purpose (the Socratic 
doctrine that “ no one does evil voluntarily "). If a man makes so 
grave an error involuntarily, the proper course is not to prosecute 
him but to open his eyes to his mistake, ikit Meletus, by prose- 
cuting Socrates, makes it clear that he thinks him capable of the 
absurdity of purposely trying to deprave the very persons whose 
depravity would expose him to risk of harm at their hands (250-266). 

Again, in what j)articular way does Socrates “ deprave ” his 
young friends ? No open allusion to the facts really meant being 
|xu'missible, Meletus has to fall back on the reply that the de- 
pravation consists in incitement to the religions offence alleged in 
the indictment. Socrates sets the example of irreligion (266). This 
brings us to the consideration of this accus^ition on its own account. 
Socrates professes to be cpiite unable to understand what can b(' 
meant by the statement that he “ does not worship the gods of 
the city but practises a strange religion.^ If Meletus means any- 

* As to this acx'usation, sec Burnet, loc. cit. It is quite certain on linguistic 
grounds tliat the meaning of the phrase that Socrates 01 ’ vo^xl^a rot’s Otov^ oDs ^ 
TToXis is that he does not conform to the cntVn.s’, dt.)es not “worship” 

the olficial gods, not that “ he tloes not lelieve in tludr existence." Aristoph- 
anes is punning on this sense of the woixl voui^eiv wlien he makes Socrates 
explain to Strepsiades that ri/xitf 6tol $>o/j.tLTi.L oCk iiiri (“ the gods are not legal 
tender here It is certain also that in the additional clause cre^)a 8^ SaiuovLa 
Kaiud, 8aiiJL6vLa is adjective, not suhstaiitive, and that the sense is therefore, 
" but practises certain other unfamiliar religious ohservances. ” 'I he meaning 
of this is made dearer by compariscjn with the Clouds, where i^ocrates Is 
represented as combining the functions of a scionliiic man with those of 
president of a conventicle ot ascot ics. It was true that the Ionian men of 
science used the word Oeos in a wludly non-religious way for whatever thev 
took to l>e the primary body (this is why in the Clouds Socrates swears by 
Kespiration and Air. and prays to " the Clouds "), and also that Socrates was 
an associate of Orphic and Pythagorean ascetics, like Telaiiges in the dialogue 
of Aeschines called by tliat name, vvho had a religion ot their own not 
ofhcialiy recognized by the State. So far there is an intelligible basis for the 
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thing, he must presumably mean that Socrates is an atheist. 
(Melctus does not really mean this, and Socrates knows that he 
does not mean it. But he cannot explain what he really means 
without risking the collapse of his case, and Socrates is fully entitled 
to embarrass him for his own and the court's amusement. He 
despises the charge too much to take it seriously.) If this is what 
he means, and he dares not explain that it is not, his charge refutes 
itself. A man cannot be both an atheist and the votary of a 
strange religion " ; to make an accusation of this kind is simply 
wasting the time of the court ^ (26^-27^?). 

(r) The Vindication of Socrates Life and Conduct (28^^-35^^). — 
We come at last to Socrates' serious defence of his character, not 
against the frivolous charges on which he is being ostensibly tried 
but against grave misconceptions of old standing. He is well 
aware that his life is at stake, a thing which has happened to many 
a good man in the past and will happen again. But there is nothing 
dishonourable in such a situation. A man's part is to stand loyally, 
in the face of all risks, to the part which he has judged to be the best 
for himself, or to which his commander has ordered him. Socrates 
himself has acted on this principle in his military career, when his 
superior officers have commandcid him to face dangers. Still 
more is it his duty to be loyal to the command of God which, as he 
is persuaded, has enjoined him to “ spend his life in devotion to 
wisdom and in examining himself and his fellows " (28^?). The 
real atheism would be to disobey the divine command. Dis- 
obedience would be a known evil, but the death with which he is 
threatened if he does not disobey may, for all he knows, be the 
greatest of good. Hence if he were offered acquittal on the condi- 
tion of abandoning “ philosophy," with certain death as the alter- 
native, he would refuse acquittal. For God is more to be obeyed 
than any human law-court. For that reason, so long as life is 
in him, Socrates will never cease urging on every man the duty of 
" care for wisdom and truth and the good of his soul " and the 
relative unimportance of care for health or fortune. That is God's 
commission to him, and if Athens only knew it, his " service " 
{v 7 rr]p€(TLa) “ of God is the greatest blessing that could befall the 

reference to the 8aifx6via Kaivd. But it is still unexj)laiiied what ground there is 
for saying that Socrates does not worship the gods of the city, and it is this part 
of the charge on which Socrates fastens. It seems to me that Burnet is right 
in supposing that what is really meant is the old affair of the “ profanation 
of the mysteries.” The ” psephismof Diopithes ” has nothing to do with the 
matter. All ” psephisrns ” before the year of Euclides were invalidated 
{Andocides i. 86). 

' r'ormally, the argument is rather more elaborate. A man who concerns 
himself with rd dai/xovia (the ‘‘ supernatural,” as we might say) must believe 
that there are dal/xove^ (“ supernatural beings ”) ; these dai/xovtn are either 
themselves ‘‘ gods ” or are the ‘‘ olfspring of gods,” and in either ca.se, a man 
who believes in them cannot be an atheist. This is pure persiflage, but it 
is as good as Meletus and his backer Anytus deserve. 

* Compare what has been already said in connexion with the Euthyphro 
about the conception of religion as serving God in the production of a vdyK a\ov 
tpyov. Socrates pleads that his whole life has been dedicated to this work. 
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whole community (30^). If he " corrupts the young at all, it 
must be by preaching to them his unchanging conviction that 
“it is not wealtli wliich makes worth but worth makes 

wealth and all else good," His present speech is not made to 
save his own life — Any! us and Meletus may procure his death, but 
the really dreadful thing is not to lose your life but to take a life 
wrongfully (the thesis of the Gorgias ) — he would save his fellow- 
citizens from misusing the gift God has bestowed on them, and is 
not likely to give them a second time, a gadfly whose buzzing 
prevents that high-bred but somnolent animal “ the JVople “ from 
drowsy sloth (30C-31C). 

It may be asked why a man with such a mission has never 
attempted to act as a public monitor and adviser.' Well, the fact 
is that tlu* “ mysterious something " which has warned Socrates 
all his life against “ unlucky proceedings has always checked any 
attempt to take part in public life. Et pour cause : a democracy 
soon puts an end to anyone who defies its humours in the 
cause of right. Hence it was a condition of the exercise of the 
mission that it should be exercised on individuals, not on the multi- 
tude (3ic-32(z). In fact, Socrates has only twice been called upon 
by his mission to come into conflict with authority, once when he 
withstood the popular sentiment by refusing to be accessory to the 
unconstitutional steps taken against the generals after Arginusae, 
and once, more recently, when he disregarded the illegal command 
of the “ Thirty “ to arrest Leon. In both cases he ran a groat 
])ersonal risk, and in the second, might well have lost his life but for 
the downfall of the “ Thirty " {-^za-e). As for the charge of de- 
moralizing his ■ ])upils,’' he has never had any “ pupils," though 
he has never refused to communicate his convictions freely to every 
one i^^a-h) as his mission n'quired of him.- He is ready to summon 
the parents and elder brothers of the young men who have associated 
with him as witnesses that none of them have been made worse 
by his companionship (33^^-34^0• 

The defence is now', in substance, concluded, and we have 
reached the point at which it w'as customary to make an appeal 

^ 1 he implication is that a man of the remarkable gifts of Socrates, who 
carefully abstains from putting them openly at the service of the community, 
though he is believed to have employed them freely for the service of men 
like Alcibiades, must be a formidable anti-democratic conspirator. 

“ Note that in denying that he ever had fxaOrjrai, Socrates is still referring 
to the suspicion connected with his relations with prominent persons who 
ire now dead. From Isocrates xi. 5, we learn that the pamphleteer Polycrates 
made it a jninripal charge that Alcibiades had been Soi rates’ pupil, just as 
Aeschines the orator (i. 173) says the same thing about ('ritias. Isocrates 
relates that .Alt ibiades had never been “ educated ” by Socrates, thus agreeing 
with Idato and Xenophon {Mem. 1. 2, la ft.). Socrates is too scrupulously 
observant of the “ amnesty ” to explain himself, but it is Alcibiades and 
Critias. not younger unknown men like Plato and Aeschines of Sphettus, 
whom he moans by his supposed “ disciples.” The reference to the ” divine 
sign ” at 31c is playful, like other allusions of the kind in Plato. The real 
reason why Socrates took no part in active politics is the one he goes on to 
give, that he knew the hopelessness of such an attempt. 
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to the clemency of the court for the sake of one s family and 
connexions. Socrates declines to follow the usual coursi*, not 
because he has not dependents, friends, and relatives to whom 
he is bound by natural ties, but because tln' ])rocedure would 
be unworthy of his character and an attempt to seduce tlu* 
court from its duty. That would be a real “ impiety.’* 'I'he 
issue must now be left in the hands of God and the jndgi's 
(34?>-35e)- 

Ihe object of the pages winch follow (36^ explain why 

Socrates did not, after conviction, secure his Hie by projK)sing a 
moderate fine as an alternative penalty, as he clearly could have 
done. This must have been felt as a real diliiculty l)y common- 
place persons even among the philosopher’s friends, as we see 
from the absurd explanation given by Xenophon (Apol. 1-8) 
that Socrates deliberately provoked his own execution in order to 
escape the infirmities of old age. It has to b(* explained that his 
real motive was a worthy one. To propose any })enalty whateva*r 
would amount to admitting guilt, and Socrates has already told 
the court that he regards himself as a minister of God for good to 
his countrymen. Hence he cannot in consistency propose any 
treatment for himself but that of a distinguished public benefactor, 
a place at the public table ((rtrT/erts €i/ TrpvTai cuo). It should be noted 
that, strictly speaking, this is the which Socrates offers as an 

alternative to the death-penalty demanded by the accusers. The 
whimsical iiKjod has returned on him after the intense (*arnestne.ss 
of the defence of his life and character. He urges that as he regards 
himself as a benefactor lu* can only pro])ose the treat mint of a 
benefactor for himself. The subsequent offer to pay the trilling 
sum of a mina (only raised to one of thirty minae at the urgent 
instance of friends) is made with the full certainty that the court, 
which has just heard Socrates' real opinion of his deserts, will 
nqect it. The real issue is not whether a propliet of right (;ousness 
is a major or a minor offendi.T, but whether lu‘ is a caj)ilal traitor 
or the one true patriot," and Socrates is determined that the court 
shall not shirk that issue, as it would like to do. (As to the sum of 
thirty minae which Socrates’ friends offer to pay for him, one should 
note [a) that in Episllcxiu. Plato, writing a generation later, mentions 
it to Dionysius II as a good dowry for anyone but a very rich man 
to give his daughter and that this estimate is borne out by a careful 
examination of all the references to dowries in the fourth-century 
orators, {h) that, though Plato and Apollodorus are joined with 
Crito as " security," the main burden of payment would, no doubt, 
fall on the wealthy Crito. The family of Plato are not likely to 
have been particularly well off just after the failure of the revolu- 
tion in which its most prominent members had taken the losing 
side.^ As we see from the speeches of Lysias belonging to this 

^ Cf. what Xenophon makes Charmides say about his own li nances at 
Symp. 29 ff., where there seems to be an (anachronistic) allusion to the etlects 
of the “ Decelean " war. 
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period, the downfall of Athens in 404 had been followed by a wide- 
spread commercial crisis. Socrates' friends are making what, in 
the circumstanc(^s, must have been a very strenuous eiiort to save 
him. This is why they ** ask for time instead of oitenng to pay 
money down.^) 

In the concluding remarks of the speech made after the voting 
on the penalty, note in the first place how clearly it is recognized 
that Socrates has forced the issiu*, and that he could have secured 
his acquittal by simply “ asking for quarter" . This is, 

of course, triK? of (‘very tyjhcal martyr. Martyrdom is (lying when 
you could escape if you would compromise a little with your con- 
science ; in this sense every martyr forces the issue. Anytus would 
rather not have killed Socrates, just as the average Roman pro- 
consul would rather not have condemned Christians, or as Bonner 
(as appears even from the partial accounts of his enemies) would 
much rather not hav'e sent Protestants to the stake. But it is not 
the business of the martyr to make things easy for the forcer of 
consciences. 

In the impressive words of encouragement directed to his 
support(‘rs (39d:-4ic), the important thing to note is that, contrary 
to the absurd opinion of many nineteenth-century writers, Socrates 
makes his own lx Ref in a blessed life to come for the good perfectly 
plain, 'rile bt'st proof of this is that to which Burnet has appealeci, 
coin])arison of his language with the brief and hesitating phrases 
in which the Attic orators are accustomed to allude to the state of 
the departed. In this respect the Apology agrees caanpleti*!}^ with 
the Phiicdo, when we allow for the fact tliat in the former wScjcrates 
is speaking to a large' audience, most of whom would not share his 
]>ersonal faith. No one but a convinced believer would have said 
half what he is made to say about his " hope " (not to mention 
that the “ divinity " of the soul is at bottom the reason why the 
" tendance " of it is so much more important than that of the body, 
and, as Rohde long ago observed, to the Greek mind " immortality " 
and “ divinity " are equivaU'nts). The specific allusions of qia 
to Hesiod, Musaeus, Orpheus and the Orphic judges of the dead, 
also make it clear that Socrates' convictions are not meant as 
simply inferences from " natural theology " ; we have to see in 
them the inlluence of the Orphic religion, though the Eutkyphro 
and the second book of the Republic show that Socrates thought 
very poorly of the ordinary run of " professing " Orphics in his 
own time. 

3. Crito . — The EuthypJiro and Apology between them have made 
us understand what Socrates meant by religion, and why his sense 
of duty to God forbade him cither to evade prosecution or to pur- 
chase his life by any concessions, 'fhere is still one question 
connected with his death to which the answer remains to be given. 
Owing to unexpected circumstances, a month elapsed betweer 

* This is in the mention of “ security ” {ai-rol 5* ^Sb). 

Socrates could clearly have paid down the “ one inina ” of which he had spoken. 



168 PLATO : THE MAN AND HlS WORK 

condemnation and execution. His friends took advantage of this 
delay to provide means of escape ; Socrates might still iiavc avoided 
drinking the hemlock if he would have walked out of his prison, but 
he refused. Why was this ? No one would have thought the 
worse of him. and there would have been no question of a compro- 
mise with the leaders of the democracy. PcTSons who held with 
Socrates himself that the whole proceedings against him liacl been 
frivolous, and that he had been condemned for an offence' whicli he 
had not committed, by a court which had no compeU nce, might 
fairly be puzzled to know why he thought it a duty to refuse the 
means of escape. This is the point to be clean'd u]) in tiu' 
Crito. The explanation depends on an important distinction which 
the ordinary man to this day finds it hard to draw. 1 he 
condemnation was in point of fact, as Socratc'S hims(‘lf insisted, 
iniquitous. He was quite innocent of any real impit ty. Hut it 
was strictly legal, as it had been pronounced by a k'gitimate court 
after a trial conducted in accord with all the forms of law. And it 
is the duty of a good citizen to submit to a legal verdict, even when 
it is materially false. By standing a trial at all, a man “ puts 
himself on his country," and he is not ('iititled to disregard the 
decision to which he submits himself, even if his country makes a 
mistake. The " country " is entitled to cx])ect that the legally 
pronounced sentence of a legitimate court siiall be carried into effect ; 
there would be an end of all " law and order " if a private man were 
at liberty to disregard the judgment of the enmts whenever he 
personally believed it to be contrary to fact. 

Even so, there is a further point to be considered. We have 
seen that, strictly speaking, the court was not competent to take 
account of the offences which the prosecutors really had in mind, 
and that Socrates .shows himself aware of this in the Apology when 
he cross-examines Meletus. It might, then, be urged that if Socrates 
had escaped he would not have been disregarding the d»‘cision of a 
competent court ; is it wrong to disrespect the sentence of an in- 
competent one ? Two things need to be remembered : [a) the 

court thought it.self competent, and Athenian law made no provision 
for the quashing of its findings as ultra vires ; [h] this being so, 
for an individual man who had all his life set the example of strict 
and complete compliance with the lo/xoi of the city to follow his 
private judgment on the question of the competency of the court 
would have been to stultify the professions of a lifetime. Idato 
himself, in the same situation, Adam says, would probably have 
chosen to escape, ddiis may be, but tlu' .second consideratioii just 
mentioned would not have applied to Plato in 399. A young man 
of under thirty, whose most important relatives had just four years 
before lost their lives in the cau.se of "oligarchy," could not b(' 
considered as having thrown in his lot definitely with the demo- 
cracy and its vo^ol ; his position would have been really different 
from that of an old man of the Periclean age. The argument, used 
by Socrates, that to have neglected the opportunity to settle else- 
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where is equivalent to a compact to live by the vo/ixos of the city, 
would have been inapplicable to a younger man who, in fact, had 
never had the option in question. Thus, in the last resort, there 
is a “ subjective ” and personal element in the considerations 
which lead Socrates to feel that he would be belying his whole past 
by escaping. Plato’s obj(;ct is not to lay down a categorical im- 
perative for the guidance of all the wrongfully condemned, but to 
throw light on the motives of an individual great man. (W'hether 
Plato would himself have chosen to esca|x;, if he had been placed in 
the same situation in his oum seventieth year, is another question. 
Much would depend on his view as to the work which might re- 
main to him to do elsewhere.) 

The dramatic misc-en-sccne is necessarily exceedingly simple. 
The conversation is tetc-a-ttHc between Socrates in his ap)artment in 
the prison of the Eleven and Crito, unless we count the "Laws” 
into whose moutlis the last word of the argument is put as an 
unseen third party to the talk. The time is in the " small hours ” 
before dawn, while it is still dark. Crito, who brings the news that 
the " saert'd vessel ” on whose return Socrates will have to die 
has just been sighted off Suniuin, has been some time watching 
Socrates as he sharps, when Socrates wakes from a strange dream 
and the conversation ensues. Crito fears that Socrates, whose 
sentence will be ext‘cuted the day after the vessel reaches port, 
has only oik* more night to live ; Socrates, on the strength of his 
dream, expects, as turned out to be the fact, that the boat will not 
make so quick a voyage and that his death will be deferred another 
day. (In his inter{)retation he evidt‘ntly takes the " fair and 
comely woman ” of 44^? for the " fetch ” of the approaching vessel, 
and lier " white* garnK‘nts ” for its gay white sails.) This brief 
introduction leads straight to the conversation in which Crito puts 
the case* for escape, to which Socrates replies p)oint for point, 
(a) 1 he friends of Socrates will suffer in reputation if he persists 
in dying. It will be suppo.sed that they were too mean to find 
the money necessary for corrupting his jailers. The answer is that 
" decent folk ” will know better than to think anything of the sort, 
and what the " many ” think does not matter (44c). [h) Un- 

fortunately it does matter what the "many” think. The power 
of popular j>r(*judice is shown only too plainly by the jiresent posi- 
tion of Socrates himself. .'I«.s7frr the " many " are powerless 
to do much in the* way of either good or ill, for they can neither 
make a man wise nor make him a fool ; hence it matters very little 
what they do to him (44^/). (c) Perhaps Socrates is really thinking 

of the interests of his friends, wlio will be exposed to " blackmailers ” 
{a-vKochdi Tai) ^ if he breaks prison, and be forced to pay these persons 
to hold their tongues. He need not consider that point ; his 
friends an* in duty luuind to take the risk and. Insides, these worthies 

* As 15urnct points out lor. cit., tlic source of the annoyance caused by 
y sycophants ” was the pren odure of .Xttir law. which left it t<'> the “ common 
informer ” (’ Af'T/rnu.T to institute pmsccutiuus for offences 

against the “ public.” 
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are not ver}^ expensive to satisfy. If Socrates has a delicacy about 
exposing Crito to the risk, his foreign friends, Simmias, Cebeis, 
and others, are ready to open their purses (45^-6).! need have 
no difficulty in finding an abode where he will be made welcome. 
Crito himself has relations with powerful men in Tla^ssaly who 
would honour his friend and act as his protectors (45c) (d) Besides, 

it is not even morally right that Socrates should throw away his 
life. 'I'hat would be gratifying the very men who have? prosecuted 
him. Also it would be deserting his family, and an honourabh' 
man has no riglit to disregard his obligations to his children. Thus 
refusal to escape will loi^k like a display of unmanly cowardice in 
both Socrates and his friends (45c-4()('?). 

Socrates begins his formal reply by saying that all through life 
it has been his principle to act on his deliberate judgment of good. 
He cannot feel that the judgments he ex]>ress('d in his defence 
before the court are in any way affected bv the result of the trial. 
If he is to take Crito’s advice, he must first be conviiua'd that there 
is something unsound in thes(* principl<‘s ; it is useless to work on 
his imagination by sitting up Imgbears. 'Fhe strength of Crito’s 
case all through has lain in the ap])eal to “ what will in* thought 
of us.” Now formerly we both h(‘ld that it is not (‘Very oj)ini(»ii 
nor the opinions of every man which matter. Socrat(‘s is still ol 
the same mind about this, and so, as he lias to conh'ss. is Crito. 
We should attach weiglit to tlu* ofiinion of those wlio know (the 
cftpai'ifiin), and disr(‘gar(l the opinion of those who do not. hOi 
(‘xample, in the matter (jf bodily regina-n the ])hvsician and the 
trainer are the experts who know, and th(‘ir aiiproval or (lisa])})roval 
ought to count, wlareas a man who folhnved by jirefercrice the 
approvals and di^ ij^provals of tlie ” many,” who are laymen in 
such matters, would certainly suffer for it in bodily health, 'fhe 
same principle applies t(; matters of right and wrong, good and bad. 
such as the (]uestion w<* are now considering, whetla'r it will In 
right or good for Socrates to break jirison. We have not to take 
into account the opinions of the ” many,” but those of the one 
(‘Xpert, if there is such a man, by neglecting whos(‘ advice we shall 
injure ” that which is made ])ctter by rigid but depraved by wrong.” 
(That is, the soul ; the* argument is from the .standing analogy 
between health in the* body and moral goodness in the soul.) 

Further, we agree that if a man has ruined liis ])]iysieal con- 
stitution by following die f)pinions of the ” many ” and disre 
garding thos(* of the medical expert, life witli a ruined physique 

’ The point IS tliiit ' alien.s ” would run no risks from the (T('A(i</>drra/ 
because they could get out of Attic territory in a few hours. J lic pur]>ose for 
which Simmias is sairl U) liaxe brought money at is iU)t to ap}>ease the 

(TVKO(pdvTaL, from whom a J he ban could sillier no trouble. Irom the Thuedo, 
Simmias appears to have s})ent tlic month Ixdwecn the trial and tloatlj of 
Socrates at Athens, but this neiMl not exclude a journey to J liebes to j)rocure 
money to pay the warders wlio W'ere to connive at Socrates' escape. Hence, 
as J now see, I was wrong in iny Varia Socrutica in supjx^sing that Meletus is 
one of the jx rsfuis meant by the reference to biaekniailers. 
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is not worth preserving. But ** that in us, whatever it is, in which 
wickedness and righteousness have their seat " is not less but more 
precious than tlie body. (Much less, then, is life worth preserving 
if this — that is. the soul — is vitiated.) Crito has therefore raised a 
wrong ciuestion. We ought to ask not what “ the many will 
think of Socrates’ behaviour or that of his friends, but what will 
be thought by the man who “ understands ” right and wrong. 
True, the “ many ” can put you to death if you disagree with them ; 
but then another principle wliich both Socrates and Crito hokl 
as strongly sinc(' tlu* r(‘cent trial as before it is that the all-important 
thing is not to live Init to live a good life, and that living a good life* 
means the same thing as living aright {hKuiu.s). The real question 
to be answer(‘d then is, “ Would it be right for me to take my leave 
of this place without a public discharge ? ” All the other considera- 
tions which Crito lias raised are irrelevant 

Again, we both still retain our old conviction that to commit 
a wrong is, in all conditions, a bad thing for the man who commits 
it (the thesis of the Gorgias). It follows that we must hold, con- 
trary to the opinion of the “ many," that a man must never repay 
wrong by retaliator}^ wrong (airurttKciid, and therefore that we 
must never repay ill-treatment by ill-treatm(*nt (d\’TiKaKovpy€h' 
7 ra<rx<)i'Ta). In a Word, no treatment received from another 
ever justities wronging him or treating him ill. though this is a 
t'onviction so opposed to the code of the " many," that those who 
accei)t and those who reject it cannot even discuss a problem of 
practici' with one another (oiV cart xonr; ftovXrj, 4()d). Socrates 
and C'rito can only discuss the course Socrates is to adopt because 
they agree about this initial principle {j\Qa~e). 

Next, ought a man, on these principles, to kec]'> liis word when 
he has given it (assuming that wliat he has promised to do is in sc 
morally right), ^ or may he break it ? Of course, he must keep it. 
Our immediate problem, then, reduces to this. If Socrates leaves 
the prison without a public discharge, will he, or will he not, be 
wronging the very party whom he ought to be most careful not to 
wrong ? W’ill he be keeping a right and lawful pledge, or will he be 
violating it ? Let us consider what the Laws, or the State, might 
havt* to say if they could take us in the act of " making our lucky " 
{peWovaiy uTroSi^^acrKcir). This appeal to the piTsonilied figure 
of the State or the Laws is, as Burnet says, in principle a Platonic 
" myth." Its function is the same as that played in other dialogues 
by the vision of the Judgment to come. I'hat is, it does not carry 
the argument further, but brings it home powerfully to the imagina- 
tion. Artistically the function of the picture is to evoke a mood of 
ideal feeling adequate to the elevation of the ethical demands of 

* dUaia I^PTa, 49 ^. Tbi.s is inserted to exclude a promise to do what is 
imprrmissum in sr. Socrates’ view is that a promise to do what is in itself 
illicit is null and void. Ihit we see in the sequel that the tacit “ compact ” 

hy which Socrates is pledged to the p6fioi or koiv6v of Athens involves 
nothing hut what is strictly liritum. 
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Socraticism on the conscience, to arouse unconditional “ reverence 
for the dignity of the moral law as that which demands and justifies 
the philosopher’s martyrdom. So far, and no further, it acts as 
the sight of the Crucifix does on a Christian. Idle conception of 
society implied, as something loo obvious to nird explanation, is 
the same which underlies all the versions of the doctriiK' of social 
contract,” a doctrine' naturally familiar to the mc'mbers of a society 
which knew from its own experience how legislation is made. But 
it gives us the fundamental truth of the tlu'ory of “contract ” un- 
contaminated with any element of historical tTior about the first 
origins of “ .societ}’.” i'he thought is that a man who has cast in 
his lot with the community by accepting its “ social system ” all 
through life has tacitly bound himself to support the organization 
on which the social order depends, and cannot in honour go back 
from his pledge for the sake of his jX'rsonal convenience. I'liis is 
what is really meant by the much-niisre]>re.sented dfutrine of 
“ passive obedience,” and it is interesting to remark that Socratt's 
thus combines in himself the ” muiconformist's ” reverence for 
“ conscience ” and the “ non-juror’s ” reverence for the “ powers 
that be.” He is the one absolutely consistent “ conscientious 
objector” of history, l>ecause, unlike most such “ objectors,” he 
respects the conscienci* of to kolvoi as well as his own. 

The Laws might complain that Socratc's would by an hasion 
be breaking his own “ compact,” and that without the excuse that 
the compact had been mad(^ undc'r duress, or obtained by false 
representation or without sufficient time for considt'iation.' He has 
had a life of seventy years for reliection and in all this tinu' has 
never attempted to adopt a lujw domicile, but lias absented himself 
less than almost any other citizen from Athens, 'rims he cannot 
plead any of tlie recogniz(*d excuses for regarding his assent to liv(' 
under the laws of the city as anything but free and deliberate. 
(Of course the meaning is not that Socrates could have been 
“ naturalized ” in some other community ; but he might have 
chosen to live as a n^sident alien under the protection of another 
society, or as a colonist at c.g. Amphipolis or 'I hurii.) The whole 
course of his life bears silent witness that he lias acct'pted the 
system of institutions into which he had been born, and it is an 
integral jiart of the system that an Athenian citizen shall resjx'ct 
the decisions of the dulv constituted courts. He is not at 
liberty to n'ject the jurisdiction because in his own opinion the 
decision of a court does him a material wrong (50c), To run 
away to escape the execution of the court's s(!nt(uice would be 
following up the cxalti'd sjx'eches he made before the judges by 
the conduct of the paltriest of eloping slaves. If he does break 
his “ compact,” what good can he exjiect to accriK* to his connexions 
or himself ? His family and friends will certainly run the risk of 

^ Force majeure, fraudulent misrej>resentation, insuflicient time for con- 
sideration, are thus recognized as the three conditions wliich might, severally 
or conjointly, make a promise void. 
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banislimcnt or loss of property. As for himself, suppose he makers 
his escapes to a neighbouring city such as Thebes or Megara, which 
have good institutions, and where, as we know, he would find warm 
friends, he must be looked on by all honest citizens as an enemy, 
who has defu^d one society and may b(^ expected to do the same by 
another, and thus will fairly be under the suspicion of being a 
“ corru{)ter ” of the young who may associate with him. If, to 
avoid such reproach, he takes refuge in a disorderly and lawless 
community, what kind of life does he propose to k‘ad ? lor very 
shame, he cannot continut* his professions of devotion to “ goodness 
and law ” witli Ins own conduct staring him in the face. Even in 
so lawless a society as that of I'liessaly, he might for a while live 
under th(‘ protection of ( rito’s connexions th(*r(', and they might 
tind the story of his successful escaj>e from y^rison an excellent joke, 
hut he must expect to hear the painful truth about his behaviour 
as soon as he offends anyone. Even if he escapes that disgrace 
bv making himself a general toady, his lih^ will be that of a 
" trencherman " and ])arasite, and what will becon'iC of all his 
line professions about right and goodiK-ss ? As for the final appeal 
which Crito had mad(‘ to his yxirental affections, what good will 
such an existence do to his children? Does he y:>royM)se to bring 
tlu‘m up as hangers-on in Thessaly ? If they arc to grow up as 
fr(‘(‘ men and citizens at Athen^, will his friends neglect them more 
because he has removed to th(‘ otluT world than they would if he 
had removed to Thessaly ? Hesides, the ydea will be usc'less when 
life is over at la^t and a man has to stand before the judges of the 
(lead. If Socrates abidi'S execution now, he will have- a good defence 
bef(3re that trilninal. He will a])pear as an innoccait victim of the 
injustice not of law. l)ut of individuals who have abused law for 
his destruction.^ If he does not. he will have to answer for having 
done what lay in him to shake tlu* authority of law itself, and must 
expect to have the law itself against him in the next world as well 
as in this. It is this ay^y>eal which rings in tht' ears of Socrates and 
makes him deaf to th<' voice of (Tito, nor can Crito find anything 
to set against it. W'e must, therefore, be content to follow the 
path along which Ciod is leading us (50^7 -54^). 

Se(‘ further : 

BuK.Mcrr. — Euthvphto, Apology, Crito. (Oxford. 10:4.) 

Kiddccl . — Apology of riat(». (Oxftrd. iS()7.) 

Bckni r. -/wn/i' Greek J^hilosophy, Part /., ('hapter 1 \. iS<i 

kn ri'K, C'. — Platon, i. 363-300. 

UiTTiCK, C . - Si^krates. (Tubingen, 1031.) 

Tavlok, a. it — Socrates. (Lond(»n. 103.:.) 

* 54/'. I his is. in fact, the fiiiulainenlal ilistinction on which Socrates 
founds his whole argument. When a man is legally but wrongly convicted 
of an olfence he has not committed, the wrong Is inflicted not bv the law, but 
hy the persons who have misused the law. Anytus. not the law, has done 
Socrates a wrong. Ihit the prison-breaker is doing w'hat he can to make the 
whole social system inelfective. His conduct is a direct challenge to tlie 
authority of law itself. 
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THE P II A EDO 

W E aro now to considcT the f^roiip of four croat clialop^uos 
wliicli exhibit Plato's dramatic art at its ripest perfection. 
It may fairly be presumed that they all belong to one and 
the same period of his development as a writer, a view borne out 
by a cautious and sane use of the available “ stylomidric ” evidencf'. 
Outwardly they have all the same form, that of a conversation 
supposed to have taken place before' a numerous audience and 
subsequently describ(*d either by Socrates himst'lf (Protagoras, 
Republic), or by one of the original auditors (Phacdo, Symposium), 
We have already found Plato using this difficult liti'rary form for 
comp)aratively sliort dialogues (e.g. Charmidcs, Euthydcmiis), but it 
is a more arduous task to ket'j) it up succ('ssfully throughout a work 
of considerable com])ass ; as we have seen, in the dialogues which 
there is otlicr reason for thinking later than the Republic, it is only 
a.dopt(*d once (in the Parmenides) , and there is a formal explanation 
of its abandonnK'Ut in the Tlieacteliis. 'fins is good n^ason for 
thinking that Plato’s great achievements in this kind belong neither 
to his more youtliful nor to his later period f)f literary activity, but 
to his prime of maturity as a writer (which need not, of course, 
coincide with his ripest maturity as a thinker). I do not think there 
is any satisfactory na thod of dating the four dialogues themselves 
in the order of their composition. We may reasonably ju'esume 
that the Republic, as the work of greatest range and compass among 
them, must have taken longest to write, and was the last to be 
completed. It also contains what looks like a concealed reference 
to the Phacdo (Rep. Glib lo), though the fact is by no means 
certain.’ Now there is one consideration which perliaps allows 
us to fix an approximate date in Plato’s life for the writing of the 
Republic. In Ep. vii. 3266, where Plato is describing the state of 
mind in which he paid his first visit to Italy and wSicily, he says that 
he had been driven to state, in a eulogy of genuine philosophy 
(e7^at^'(7)l' r>/i/ opOijv </)tA.oo-o<^tW), that humanity will never escape 
its sulferings until either true philosophers occupy political office 

^ 't he otlicr arguments " (dXXot \byoL) for immortality referred to in 
passing 7nay mean those which Plato's readers would know from the Phaedo, 
but they may equally well mean those which readers of Socratic literature 
would know to be current among Orphics or Pythagoreans generally. Thu» 
the words cannot be pressed as an argument for the priority of the Phaedo. 



THE PH A EDO 


175 


or political rulers/' by some happy providence, turn to philo- 
sophy. It seems impossible not to take this as a direct allusion to 
Republic vi. 4g()h, where the same tiling is said, almost in the same 
words, as part of a “ eulogy " of true philosophy. Since Idato 
also says {Ep, vii. 324^) that he was about forty years old at the 
t ime of his voyage, this seems to give us 387 H.c. as an approximate 
date for the writing of the Republic, or, at least, of its central and 
most difficult section, and we are led to think of his dramatic 
activity, culminating in the four great “ reported dialogues," as 
marking the late thirties of his life. Iteyond this, so far as I can 
st‘e, W(‘ have no means of going. We cannot tell, for example, 
whether tin? Phaccio is earlier or later than tla- Sympositim, or either 
earlier or lat(T than the Proia^nra^. My own reason for taking the 
Phaedn before the otlirr two is simply that it connects outwardly 
with the evcuits of Socratc's’ last day, and consequently illustrates 
the same side of his thought and character as tin* three dialogues 
we have just examined. 

As in the case of theS(‘ three dialr)gues, 1 must be content to a 
considerable extent to refer my reader to rrofe>sor Burnet’s com- 
mentary f('»r treatment of details, 'fhe seem* of tlu' conversation 
is laid at Phlius, wliert' Bhaf'do of Mlis. a])parently on his way home 
from Athens. relat('> tlu* story of the last hours f)f Socrates to a 
partv of Bhliasian admirers of the philosopher who havi' not yet 
had any account of the details, 'fhe one inc'inber of thi> party who 
isnanit'd is lu'hec'rates. in(hq)endently known to us as a IVthagorean. 
Hence Burnet is probably not far wnmg in supposing {he story to 
1 )(‘ told in the " uK'eting-house " of the local I Vthagoreans. I'he 
surroundings will thus harnionizt' with the general tone of thi‘ con- 
versation. in which the two prinoi}>al interlocutors are also pupils 
of an eminent Pythagorean. Philolaus. It should b(^ noted that 
the.se two speakers, Simmias and C(‘bes, arc' both n‘])resentcd as 
voung, and that they evidently belong to the group of Pythagoreans 
in whom the religious side of the original movc'inent has been com- 
pletely ovc'ishadowed by the scientific. It is Socrates who has to 
recall them to the very concc'ptions which are at the root of Pytha- 
gorean religion, and persuade thc'in that their scientific " develop- 
ments " are inconsistent with the foundations of that religion. We 
need also to be alive in reading the Phacdo to two important facts 
which are sometimc's forgotten. One is that Socrates himself is 
very careful to qualify his assent to the main tenet of the Orphic 
and Pythagorean faith, the deathles.sne.ss of the soul, hx cautious 
reseivc as to the' details of the eschatology in which that faith has 
found expre.ssion. He is .sure that he will leave this world to be 
with God ; he is vctv far from sure about the rest of the Orphic 
scheme of rewards and punishments, 'fhe other is that we must 
not take the Phacdo by itself for a complete expression of the whole 
spirit of Socraticism. It sets Socrates before us in the last hours 
of liis life, and dwells on just the side of his thought and character 
which would be sure to be most prominent in the given situation, 
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but we should misconceive his doctrine if we did not integrate the 
picture of the Phacdo with such a representation of the philosopher 
in the midst of life as we get, for example, in th(* Protagoras, wIutc 
the underlying body of doctrine is identical but the situation wholly 
different and the emphasis corres|)()ndingly different. Probably 
the directest way to an understanding of tlu* influence and per- 
sonality of Socrates would be to read and meditate these two great 
dialogues together, interpreting each in the light of the other. (It 
is worth observing that Aristotle seems to have done something of 
the kind. His vi(‘ws about the philosophy of Socrates as a whole 
seem to be derived chiefly from the Phacdo ; wlien he has occasion, 
in his own Ethics, to discuss the Socratic theses about the conduct 
of life, it is demonstrable that the unnamed source of his informa- 
tion is primeirily tlie Protagoras.) 

There can be no doubt that Plato intends the reader to take the 
dialogue as an accurate record of the way in which Socrates spent 
liis last hours on earth, and tlie topics on which he spoke with his 
intimate friends in the face of imminent death. Tliis is indicated, 
for example, by the care shown to give a full list of the namt‘s of 
the persons present. i\Iost of these were probably still living when 
the Phacdo was circulated ; it is quite certain that this was the case 
with some of them, e.g. Ihiclides and Terpsion, who, as we see from 
the Thcacictiis, were still alive and active thirty years later ; Phacdo, 
the actual narrator, who is n^presented in the dialogiu^ as still a 
mere lad ; Aeschines of Sphettus, and others. 'I hough Plato is 
careful to mention and account for his own abstnice, it is quite 
certain that he must liave been fully informed of tlie facts, since 
the statement that he spent somt* time after the death of Socrates 
with Euclides and Terpsion at Megara comc‘S to us on the excellent 
authority of his own pupil Hermodorus. We are tlu'refore bound 
to accept his account of Socrates’ conduct and conversation on the 
last day of his life as in all essentials historical, unless we are willing 
to suppose him capable of a conscious and (hdiberate misrepresenta- 
tion recognizable as such by tlie very persons whom he indicates as 
the sources of his narrative. This supposition is to my own mind 
quite incredible, and I shall therefore simply dismiss it, refiTring 
the reader who wishes for discussion of it to the full Introduction 
to Burnet’s edition of the dialogue. 

riic purpos(^ of the dialogue is not (piite accurately described 
by calling it a discourse on tlie ** immortality of the soul.” To us 
this suggests that the main object of the reasoning is to prove the 
soul’s endless survival, and nothing more. But to the Greek mind 
aOavadia or a(^6»apfrta regularly signified much the same thing as 
” divinity,” and included the conception of ingenerability as well 
as of indestructibility. Accordingly, the arguments of the dialogue, 
whatever their worth may be, aim at showing that our souls never 
began to be quite as much as at proving that they will never cease 
to be. But neither of these positions is the main point of the 
reasoning. The subject of the dialogue is better indicated by the 
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name used by Plato himself in Ep. xiii. 363^, where it is said to be 
“ the discourse of Socrates about the ypvxv” The immediate and 
principal object of the whole conversation is the justification of th(‘ 
life of “ tendance of the soul " by insisting on the diviyiity of the 
human soul, and on “ imitation of (kxl " as the right and reasonable 
rule of conduct ; the immunity of the soul from death is a mere 
conseqiieiK'e, though an imj)ortant consequence*, of this inhenuit 
divinity. I fie argum(‘nt is. in tfie proper sense of tfie phrase, a moral 
ont.* ; tfie wr)rtfi and dignity of the soul afford o'asonable grounds 
for hoping that death is. to a good man, entrance on a better life, 
an “ adv(‘nture " which he may face with good comfort— the 
summary of tlie whole? matter given In’ So<'rates hiniM-lf at 1 14^-115^. 

A possibli' misconce ption which would lx* fatal to a real under- 
standing of the dialogue is to look ujK)n the members of the series 
of arguments for immortality as so many indejx ndent substantivt* 
“ proofs," giv(*n by the* author or the s]x‘ak(‘r as all having tin? same* 
inlK*rent valu(*. Any careful study will show that they are meant 
to form a series of " aggressions " to th(* solution of a problem, each 
requiring and h'ading up to the* completer answer which follows it. 
in particular, Plato is careful, by skilful use of dramatic by-play 
and pauses in the conversation, to let us see what he regards as the 
critical points in the argument. 'I hese pauses are principally two. 
that which occurs at 88r~S9a, where the narrative is interrupted 
by a short dialogue between Phaedo and Echecrates, and 95^-100^?, 
where Scx:rates relates tlie story of his early difficulties with the 
physical " i)hilosoj)hy " of Empedocles, ])iogt*nes, and others. It is 
evidently meant that the two outstanding difficulties which must 
be faced by the ])hilosophical defender of the doctrine of immortality 
are the " epiphenomenalist " theory of consciousness and the 
" mechanical theory of nature," the one represented for us in the 
Phaedo by the " objection " of Simmias, and the other by that of 
Cebes. 

As 1 shall point out later on, Plato himself in the Lans specifies 
just tliese theories as being at the root of all irreligious philo- 
sophizing, and it would still be true to say that to-day they con- 
stitute the speculative basis for most of the current denials of human 
immortality. We are thus directed to find in the Phaedo a state- 
ment of the position of Socrates on thc*se two perennial issues ; for 
Plato's own personal attitude towards them we need to look primarily 
to the express refutation of the " unbt'liever " in the tenth book of 
the Lait's, The background presupposed in one refutation is the 
science of the fifth century, that of the other is the Academic science 
of the fourth, but both agree in the assertions («) that mental life 
is not the effect of bodily causes, and that physical reality itself — 
‘‘ coming into being and passing out of being " — is not explicable 
in purely mechanical terms. This —apart from the impressive 
picture of the fortitude of the true philosopher in the moment of 
death — is the main lesson of the Phaedo. 

The immortal narrative must be passed over in the present 
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connexion witli just one word. It may not be supernuous to 
associate ourselves with Burnet's protest against the absurd charge 
of “ hardness " as a husband whicli lias been brought against 
the dying Socrates. It is clear that his wife and infant son are 
supposed to liave spent the last night of his life with him in tin* 
prison. I'hey are conducted home at the opening of the discourse 
(6oa) for the n‘ason at which Socrates hims(‘lf hints latiT on 
becausi' Xanthijipe is, naturally enough, on the verge of a “ nervous 
breakdown," and Socrates dt\sires to sjxare both her and himself. 
The children and the "ladies of the family " reappear again at tht‘ 
tmd (116^) for a final interview in the presence of no witru'ss but 
Crito, the oldest friend of the family, and we ari,‘ t‘X]in‘Ssly told that 
the interview was a lengthy one. Plnu'do cannot de.scrilH* this 
eminently private scene, because he had not witnessed il, but it is 
the mere fact tliat he was not present which lias given rise to mis- 
understanding (assisted, perhaps, by the incapacity of modern 
sentinicaitalists to understand tlu‘ reticence of nil great art). 


THE ARGUMENT OF THE DIALOGUE 
I. St.vi'ement of the .Main Thesis {(x)b-/ob) 

The main i.ssue of the dialogue is made to eiiKTge in a simple 
and natural way from tlie remark of Socrat('S that the genuine 
" philosopher " is one who is ready and willing to die, tliough he 
would regard it as " criminal" to put an end to his own life (6ir). 
(That is, he trusts that death is the entrance on a lietter state:, 
but holds that we may not force the door ; we must wait for it 
to be opened to us in God’s good time. The Pythagorean origin of 
the absolute veto on suicide is indicated by the allusion to Phiiolaus 
at This may seem a paradox, but it is intelligible if we con- 

ceive of man as a " chattel " (KTr/y/a) of God, just as a slave is a 
" chattel " of his owner, and therefore has no right to dispose of 
his own life, as it does not belong to him. Socrates would not like 
to commit himself entirely to the Orphic dogma that wliile we are 
in the body we are "in ward." i.e. undergoing penal servitude for 
ante-natal sin, but he thinks it at least adumbrates this truth that 
"we men are chattels of the gods" (62b)} and therefore may not 
dispose of ourselves as we please. (The kind of kt^hiu (" chattel ") 
meant is clearly a SovAos, who is, as Roman lawyers j)ut it, in the 

^ For the doctrine in question see in particular the iiiiportaiiL fia.tjnicnt of 
Clearchus the Peripatetic quoted by Burnet loc. cit, 1 think it clear that the 
<f>povpd means “ house of detention," not " j)ost of military duty." To the 
passages making for the former interpretation cpioted by Burnet add Plutarch, 
de sera numims vindicta, 55.^/. The dvooiopdcrt^t iv of 626 5 exactly suits a 
prisoner “ breaking prison,” but not a sentry leaving his ]>o.st, for which we 
should need auropioXeLv. Socrates’ refusal to commit himself to tlie " m v.stical " 
dogma is important. It makes it dear at the .start tliat, in .spite of all ap- 
pearances to the contrary, it is no part of the object ol the diaGgue to prove 
“ pre-existence " and " transmigration.” 
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dominium of his owner and tliendore has no '' proprietary right ” 
in liis own InKly.) Vet in saying this we seem to be merely replacing 
one paradox by another. If we arc the “chattels" of the gods, 
that means that we are und(T the “tendance" of good and wise 
owners who know what is best for us much better tlian we do our- 
selves. Death wcnild .s(*eni to mean being rek*as(‘d from this 
tt'iKlance and left to look after ourselves. Sun^ly a wise man 
would think such an cmunci patio a thing to be dn‘aded (exactly, 
that is, as a shrewd sla\'e would be ver\' unwilling to be “freed" 
from a lirst-rate ownt'r and left to fend for himself {(rzci)). 't he 
paradox would be a \'ery real one if Socrates were iK)t r'on\'inced 
that after disith one will e(tuallybe under the care of good and wise 
gods, and perhaps —though of this he is not equally sure (63c) — in 
\h(‘ company of th(* best men of th(‘ past, 'this is the. faith (eWTrt'st 
which givt‘s him courage to fa('e death, and he will try to impart 
it to his friends. Thus t la* tiling to be proved is primarily not the 
“ natural immortality " of the soul. A proof of immortality, 
taken by itself, would not l)e adequate ground for facing death in 
a hopeful spirit. It would lx* quite consistent with holding that 
we only leave this world to find ourselves in a much worse one. 
What is really to be proved, if possible, is that “ the souls of the 
just arc! in the hand of C.iod " after death as much as before. 
Socrates, like all great religious teachers, rests his hopes for the 
unseen future in th(' last resort on the goodness of God, not on the 
natural inl]H‘ri^hability of the human \pr\p (So in the Timaeus 
{^ia~h), it is the goodness of the Creator’s will which guarantees the 
immortality even of the “created gods.” i.c. the stars.) W’hat 
is to be shown, in fac t, is that tht^ faith and hope with which the 
“ philosopher" faces death is the logical consequence and supreme 
affirmation of tlie principles by which he has regulated his whole 
life. To lose faith wlun you come to die would be to contradict 
the whole tenoiir of 3’our past life ; for, though the w’orld may not 
know it, the life of “ philosoph}^ " itself is nothing but one long 
“rehearsal" (//.cAeV?/) ^ of dying (64^). Possibhg indeed, the 
“ w'orld " would say that it does know' this w'ell enough ; it know's 
very well that “ philosophers " are “ morbid " creatures wdio are 
only half alive, and that it serves them right to eliminate them 
(a plain allusion to the Aristophanic caricature of the (^poiTtorat as 

^ Not “ mcdit.'ition " of d(’ath. means the repeated practice by 

which we prepare ourselves for a performance. It is used of the " ]iractising 
of a man training for an athletic contest, and again of the “ learning by heart " 
of such a thing as a speech winch you have procured from a \oyoypd<pos and 
want to have “ perfect ” when the time for deliverance comes. No doubt, 
then, it was also the word for an actor’s “ study ” of his “ part.” (Cf. r^pt tiiion 
as used of the rehearsals of a play or a symphoii}' in French.) The thought is 
thus that ” death ” Ls like a play for which the philosopher's life has been a 
daily rehearsal. His businc.ss is to be perfect in his part when the curtain 
goes up. Note that, as Humetsays {Phaedo, 646 3 n., E.G.Ph.^, ■Z’jS n. i), it is 
implied throughout the argument that ” philosopliy ” has the special sense, 
which is clearly Pythagorean, of devotion to science as a way to thi salvation 
W the soul. 



180 PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

living ** ghosts *’). Only the world is mistaken on one small point ; 
it does not understand the sense in which the philosopher uses the 
word “ death/’ and that is what we must explain (64/;). It is all 
the more necessary to attend to the explanation that it is really the 
key to the whole of the Phacdo, and that its significance has been 
often misapprehended by both admirers and critics down to our 
own time as completely as by the ^fio; of Thebes or Atlu'iis.^ 

To put the matter quite simply, death, as every one under- 
stands, is the “ rek'ase ” of the soul from the body ; in other- 
words, it is the achievemtmt of the soul’s inde])endence. Now 
we can see that what tht^ philosopher has been aiming at all his 
life long is just to make tlu^ soul, as complet(‘ly as h(‘ can, inde- 
]K'nd(‘nt of the fortunes of the body. We can sec* this from the 
following consid(‘rations : (</) The philosophc‘r sets no great ston* 
on the gratifications of physical appetite, and disrc‘gards the* 
“ tendance of the body ” in g(‘neral (fine clothes and foppc*ry) 
"beyond what is needful."’*^ W'hat he ‘‘tends’’ is the soul, and 
that is why the ‘‘ mass of men " think him as good as a ghost or 
corpse (bqc-b^c/). {h) In his pursuit of knowlc'dge he finds the 

limitations of the body a hindrance to him in more ways tlian one*, 
and is always doing his best to escape them. He soon discovers 
the grossness and untrustworthiness of our sc'iisc's, even of the two 
most acute of them, sight and h(*aring, and trie's to arrive at trutli 
more accurate and certain than any which the* evidence of sense 
could furnish. This is why he trusts to thinking rather than to 
sense ; but in thinking the soul is independent of tlui body in a 
way in which she is not independent in sensation. (This is, of course, 
strictly true, Socrates would probably be thinking primarily 
of the danger of trusting to a " figure ” in mathematics, a danger 
which will be mentioned a little further on. It is equally true that, 
even in our own times, when the scientific man is so abundantly 
supplied with " instruments of precision," we have always to allow 
for a margin of unknown error in all conclusions depending on data 
derived from sense-perception ; absolute accuracy and certainty 
can only be obtained, if at all, in " pure " science which makes 
no appeal to sense, even for its data.) So pleasurable or painful 
excitement derived from the body also gravely interferes with the 
prosecution of truth. (One is hampered in one’s scientific work 
when one’s head aches or one’s liver is out of order.) (c) The 
supreme objects of our studies, ** the right," the good," ** the 
beautiful," " figure," ‘‘ health," in short, the ‘‘ reality " {ovm'a) 
investigated by any science is always something w'hich none of the 

* Socrates' point is that — to use the language of Christian mystics — the 
" world " confuses a dying life with a living death, 'i'he philosopher " is 
out for " dying into life " ; the world thinks he is making his existence a 
death in life, but it is really the worldling who is " dead while he lives.” 

* 6^e, KaO' 6crov fxr) ttoWtj dudyKrf avruju. d his is inserted to show that 
Socrates has no sympathy with the gratuitous slovenliness of persons like the 
Telauges of Aeschines' dialogue or his own companion Antistheiies. He does 
not regard " dirt " as a mark of godliness. 
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senses perceives, and the less we depend on any of them — the less, 
that is, we substitute “ sensing for ''thinking*' in our science — 
the nearer we come to apprehending the object we are really study- 
ing {6^d~G6a).^ Having all these considerations in mind, we may 
fairly tak(i a " short cut " (iLTpairiU) to the conclusion that so long 
as we have the body with us it will always be a hindrance to the 
apprehension of “ reality " (to aKr)fik) as it is. At the best we lose 
much valuable time by being obliged to take care of the body. 
If it gets out of condition, our quest of "the real " (to oi) is even 
more hindered. Bodily wants and the passions connected with 
them — which, incidentally, are the causes of business and war, 
the two great occupations of the " active life ” — leave us hardly 
any opj>ortimity or leisure for the pursuit of knowledge. And even 
in the scanty time we are able to d(‘Vote to tlu* things of the mind, 
the body and its needs are constantly " turning up " and diverting 
our attention. Thus tlu- man who is really " in love with know- 
ledge " must confess that his la^art’s desire is either only to be 
won after death, wlun the soul has achievi'd her independence of 
her troublesome partner, or not at all. W hile we are in the body, 
we make the nearest approach to our supreme gof)d just in propor- 
tion as we accomplish th(‘ concentration of the soul on herself and 
the detachment oi Iht att(‘ntion from the body, waiting patiently 
until God sees fit to com])lete the deliverance for us. W hen that 
happens, we may hope, having become unmixed and undiluted 
intelligence, to apprehend undiluted reality. Meanwhile the life 
of thinking itself is a progressive purifying of intelligence from the 
alien element and a concentration of it on itself. The philosopher 
is the only type of man who makes it the business of his life to 
accomplish this purgation and concentration and so to win spiritual 
independence. This is why we may call his life a " rehearsal of 
death," and why unwillingness to complete the process would be 
ridiculous in him (66c -686). The conception set before us in these 
pages is manifestly the Hellenic counterpart of the “ mystical way " 
of Christianity. The underlying ideas of both conceptions are 

' That is, the object studied by any science is alwa\"s what Socrates calls 
an <1(50? or I5^a, though the technical term is not yet introduced. It is 
iinjH>rtant to note the immediate and emphatic assent of Simmias to this 
statement He is clearly supposed to have learned all about the matter 

from his Pythagorean teachers. The examples are taken from ethics {UKaiov, 
dya06v, Ka\6i'). mathematics medicine {lyUia, Of course you 

can see fxey^drj. but it is quite true that you cannot sec fx^yedo^. So you 
can see or draw approximately elliptical lines, but you cannot even approxi- 
mately draw “ the general conic " or “ the curve of the third order." I f you did 
try to draw them and relied on some characteristic of your figure as a property 
of the curve on no better evidence than that of your eyes, you would soon 
be led into error about the " reality " you are inve.^tigating. A thorough 
empiricist would have to go to much wilder extremes, lie would, for example, 
have to hold that it is quite uncertain w'hethor, if you only went on counting 
long enough, you might not come on two odd integers without an even one 
between them, or on a highest prime number, or even on an integer which is 
neither odd nor even, i liese things arc actually maintained by some empiri- 
cist mathematicians, but they would be the death of iwicri/jfxrj, 

7 
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that there is a supreme good for man which, from hs very nature, 
cannot be enjoyed '‘in this life.” The best life is therefore one 
which is directed to fitting ourselves for the full fruition of tliis 
" eternal good beyond the limits of our temporal existence. 
In both cas('s this means that the highest life for man while on 
earth is a “ dying life,” a process of putting off the old man with 
the affections and the lusts and becoming a " n(‘W creature.” 
The constant presence (T this aim makes the life of devotion to 
science, as conceivc^d by Socrates and his friends, a genuine r/a 
criicis. And they, like the Christian mystics, conceive of the best 
life as one of contem]^lation. not of action, 'fhe ultimate aim of 
the ” philosopher ” is not to do things, but to enjoy the vision of a 
reality to which he grows like as he looks upon it, the ideal already 
expressed in the apologue of the ” three lives ” popularly ascribed 
to Pythagoras. We must be careful, howevtu', to guard ourselves 
against two insidious misconceptions. For all the stress laid on 
“ purification ” of the mind from contact with the l)ody, we must 
not su})pose that .Socrates is thinking of a life' of mere negati\'e 
abstentions. 

The whole point of the insistence on unremitting preoccupation 
with thinking as the philosophic form of ” purgation ” is that the 
object of the renunciation of the philosopher is to make his life 
richer ; by ” purification ” from external preoccupations, his 
intelligence becomes more and more intense and concentrated, 
just as, e.g., alcohol becomes more potent the more nearly your 
specimen is ” pure ” alcohol. Nor must one suppose that the 
contemplative life, because it is not directed ultimately on action, 
is one of indolence or laziness. Socrates, who claims in our dialogiu* 
to have spent his whole life ” in philosophy,” was busy from morning 
to night with his ” mission.” Probably, when we remember the 
way in which Plato in the seventh Episile insists on the political 
character of his own original ambitions and on his lifelong con- 
viction that the business of the philosopher among men is to be a 
statesman, we may infer that he would not himself at any time 
have subscribed to the doctrine of the vita contcmplativa without 
a great deal of explanation and reservation. Even the Pythagoreans 
who formulated the doctrine had stood alone among the scientific 
schools in playing an important part, as a society, in the politics 
of the early fifth century. They only became a merely scientific 
society when their political activities had been crushed by revolu- 
tion. But it may well be that the ablest men of action feel even 
more strongly than the rest of us that the ” conduct of business,” 
the carrying on of commerce, governing, and fighting cannot be 
its own justification. To be everlastingly ” meddling ” seems an 
end not worthy the dignity of human nature ; at bottom we all 
want not to do something but to he something. To make ” doing 
things ” your ultimate object is merely to take ” Fidgety Phil who 
couldn't keep still ” as your model of manly excellence. It has 
been said with truth that the great “practical reforms” which 
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have proved of lastini:^ value have mostly been the work of men 
whose hearts were all tlie time set on somethini:^ different. 

If a man, tlien, plays tint craven wficn death comes, we may be 
sure he is no true “lover of wisdom,*’ but a “lover of the body," 
which is as much as tf) say a man whose heart is set on wealth 
(a </jtAoY^n)/xaTo?) or Oil “ lionoiirs ” (a f/nAoVz/Aos), or both at once 
(68c. This direct allusion to the Pytha^^orean “ three lives ’’ is, 
of course, intentional.) On the other hand, the philosopher will be 
marked by emiiKMit courage and emiiKmt “ temperance “ in the 
popular sense in whicli the word means control over one’s physical 
appetites. In fact, when we come to reflect, there is something 
paradoxical about the courage and temperance of the rest of man- 
kind. I hey are courageous in the face of danger because courage 
serves to protect them against death, which they fear as the w’orst 
of evils. 'I'hus their very valour is rooted in a sort of cowardice. 
(As an Indian says of the English in one of Kipling’s tales, “they 
are not afraid to be kicked, but they are afraid to die.") And the 
decent (Kozr/xiot) among them keep their lusts in hand because they 
think they will get more ])leasure by doing so than by giving way, 
so that “ slavery to pleasure ’’ is the source of what they call their 
" temperance.” Ihit the truth is that real virtue is not a business 
of exchanging pleasures and pains against one another. Wisdom 
is the true “ coin of the realm ” for which everything else must be 
exchanged, and it is only when accompanied by it that our so- 
called ” virtues ” are genuine goodness dper?)). Without 

it, the kind of goodness which is based on the ” calculus of pleasure 
and pain ” is no more than a painted show (<rKmypa(/)tVi).^ The 
Orphic saying is that ” many carry the narthex but few are real 
/ittK^oo” and we might apply this to our purpose by taking the 
‘‘rral /Tin'^os,” who genuinely feels the “god within,” to mean the 
true philosopher. Of thtse chosen few Socrates has all his life 
tried to l)ecome one ; with what success he may know better in a 
few hours {b^b-(n)c)r 


II. The Arguments for Immortality 

In substance, what has gone before contains Socrates’ vindica- 
tion of his attitude in the face of death. But, as Simmias remarks, 
the whole vindication has tacitly assumed that there is an here- 
after. Now most men find it very hard to believe that the soul 

^ Oga b-c 3. On the text and grammar of this sentence, which have 
undergone much corruption, see Burnet, loc, cit., where it is also pointed out 
that (rKiaypa<f>la does not mean an " imperfect outline." but a stage-painting in 
which, e.g., a flat surface is made to look like the fa(,'ade of a temple. The 
point is not that*" vulgar " goodness is " imperfect " but that it is illusory. 

* In this context Socrates’ claim can hardly be understood to mean less 
than that he had been a " follower of the way." We cannot well believe 
that Plato invented this, still less that he had anything to do with ** the way " 
himself. 
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is not “ dispersed like smoke when a man dies, and Simmias 
shares their difficulty. To complete his “ case ” Socrates must 
therefore satisfy us that the soul continues to be, and to be intelli- 
gent after the death of the “man.'* Accordingly he now proceeds 
to produce three considerations which point to that conclusion. 
It is not said that they are demonstrative. Simmias had asked 
only for ttiVti? (conviction), not for demonstration, and Socrates 
professes no more than to consider whether immortality is “ likely *' 
(cUog) or not. In point of fact, the first two proofs are found to 
break down and the third, as Burnet observes, is said by Socrates 
(10766) to need fuller examination. Thus it is plain that Plato 
did not mean to present the arguments as absolutely probativ^e to 
his own mind. The argument he does find convincing and develops 
at great length in the Lazc’s is put briefl\^ into the mouth of Socrates 
in the Phaedrm, but no mention is made of it here.' 

(a) The First Argument (yoc-yyd). — ^This argument itself 
falls into two parts, a (yoc-yze) and /i (yze-yyd) ; the two have to 
be considered in conjunction to make anything which can be called 
a proof, and what they go to prove is not “ immortality *' but 
merely that the soul continues to be “ sonK'thing *’ after death. 
It is not simply annihilated. This, of course, is only the first stej) 
to establishing what is really in question, the persistence of in- 
telligence beyond the grave. 

(a) First Reason for holdinf^ that the Soul is not simply anni- 
hilated at Death {yoc-yze). — ^'fhere is an ancient doctrine (it is, 
in fact, Orphic) of rebirth, according to which a .soul which is born 
into this world is one which has come back from “ anotlier world *' 
to which men go at death. This, if true, would establish our point. 
To look at the matter from a more general point of view, we see 
that the world is made up of “ opposites “ {IvavTui ) — such as hot, 
cold ; great, small ; good, bad. Now if a thing “ becomes bigger ** it 
must have first been “ smaller,** if it becomes hotter it must have 
been cooler, if it becomes ** better “ it must have been “ worse,** 
and so on. So we may say univcTsally tliat whatiwer comes to be, 
comes to be “ out of its oj:)posite/’ and that to correspond to each 
pair of opposites, there are two antithetical processes of “ becom- 
ing.*’ Hot and cold are opposites, and similarly there are the two 
processes of contrasted sense, “becoming hotter,” “becoming 

^ It is the argument from the “self-moving" charartor of the soul 
( Phnedrus, 245c 5-246(2 2, Law^, x. S95/; 6-8o6fi? 4). Why is nothing said of this 
argument in the Phaedo ? It has been suggested that the rciison is that the 
argument is an invention of Plato’s own and that he had not thought of 
it when he wrote the PJwedo. I do not think this likely, since the argument is 
really in prinriyde that of Alcmaeon of Trotona, and is thus much older than 
Socrates (Aristotle, de Anima, A 2. 405(7 30). I should suggest a different 
explanation. The argument starts from the reality of motion. But this 
would have been denied by the Eleatic Euclidcs and 'J erpsion, and Socrates 
wishes to base his reasoning on premisses his com]ianv will admit. We 
must remember also that Euclides and his friend were very probably the 
persons from whom Plato derived most of his knowledge of the last hours of 
Socrates 
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cooler." All this will apply to the case of life and death. Being 
alive and being dead are opposites, just as being awake and being 
asleep are. And we have agreed that everything comes to be 
" out of its o})posite." 'I'he living must come from the dead, and 
the dead from the living, and thus here, as elsewhere, there will be 
two opposed processes, corresponding to the two opposed condi- 
tions of Ixdng alive and being dead. We see and have a name for 
one of these processes, tliat by which a living being becomes dead ; 
we call it dying. But there must, on our principle, also be an 
antithetic process of " coming to life which terminates in actual 
birth. In fact, if the whole process were not cyclical, life would 
ultimately perish, and there would be only a dead universe left. 
'I hus the drift of the argument is simply to confirm the “ ancient 
doctrine " of rebirth by showing that it is only one case of the 
universal natural law of cyclical “ r(‘currence." The illustrations 
from the alternation of sleep and waking seem to show that Socrates 
is thinking primarily of the way in which this “ law of exchange " 
had been assumed as the fundamental j)rinciple of the philosophy 
of Heraclitus, with whom death and life, sleeping and waking, 
are explicitly co-ordinated (Her. Fr. 64, 77, 123, Bywatcr). But 
the general conception of the world as made up of “ opposites " 
whicli are generated " out of one another ” was, of course, a common- 
place of the earliest (ireek physical science (cf. Burnet, E.G.Ph}\ 
p. 8). Socrates’ Pythagorean auditors, in particular, would be at 
once reminded of their own table of “ opposites ” by reasoning of 
this kind. 

(It is easy to see that the reasoning is neither cogent nor, if it 
were, probative* of what we want to prove. As Aristotle was after- 
wards to explain more fully, the whole conception of the generation 
of opposite " out of ” op]x)site is vitiated by an ambiguity in the 
phrase “ out of.” A thing which grows cool has previously been 
warmer, but it is not true that ” heat ” is a stuff or jnatter out of 
which ” cold ” is made. In .Aristotelian language, the thing which 
grows cool has lost the " form ” of ” tlu* hot ” and acquired the 
” form ” of the cold ; the original ” form ” has not itself been made 
into an ” oj)posite ” form. Again, it is simply assumed, without 
warrant, that cyclical alternation is the universal law of all pro- 
cesses. To us there is no absurdity in the view that living organisms 
should finally vanish, or that differeiues of temperature should 
cease to exist. If the ” principle of ( arnot ” could be taken to 
he true without any i (’strict ion, we should have to regard these 
consequences as inevitabh*. I'or the purposes of Socrates, however, 
it is sufficient that the reasi.uiing should be based on assumptions 
which would be granted as common ground by his audience *, it 
is not necessary that they should be admitted by anyone else. 
Still, even when his assumptions are granted, nothing follows so 
far beyond the bare admission that the soul which has passed from 
this world to the other, and will, in turn, come back from the other 
world to this, has some sort of reality in the interval ; it has not 
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become a mere iiolhing. To admit so much would, of course, be 
compatible witli the crudest kind of materialism, and would do 
nothing to justify the conviction Socrates means to defend, the 
belief that the soul which has won its independence has passed to 
a “ better ” life.^ Hence the necessity for a combination of this 
line of reasoning with that wliich is next introduced.) 

{^) The Argument from the Doctrine of Reminiscence {yze-jjd). 
('ebes ol)serves that we might have reached (utr conclusion, in- 
dependently of the doctrine of recurrence, by arguing from Socratc's’ 
habitual position that what we call “ learning " a truth is n ally 
being “ put in mind ” of something we had forgotten. If tliis is 
true, we must at one time have known all that in this life we have 
to be “ reminded of. Our souls must have exist I'd " before we 
were men," and presumably therefon* may continue to exist when 
we have ceased to be men. (This argument, if sound, I)rings us 
nearer to the conclusion we want. sinei‘ it goes to j)rove that the 
soul not only v’as “ something " but was fully intelligent before it 
had been conjoint d with the body.) 'i'h<‘ main aigmueiit for thi> 
doctrine of reinini^ivneo. we are told, i> the one ali» adv ('on>i(l**re(l 
in the .\fenn, that a man ('an be maile to givr thr tnif solution of .i 
problem by merely asking him appropnatt* (]n» as we see 

j»articularly in the ('ase of j>roblem^ (*f gi-oiuetiy.^ 1 he an-wM' is 
produced from within, not communicated l»v the (juest i* »ner. 

^ Note that Socrates bainsetf in the end thr«.svs (>v<-r the in> ipU- u{ inii\'ersal 
cydkal Tecurvenfe. ilis liope ' i> ttiat tt\e linal (\estwy «.{ the rightenus 
soul is lc> be with the ^ods aud to live endles-ly “ apart horn the body " 
(114C). t his would be a swallowing up e)t death \)V life )\i>t as iinpo>sibl(‘ on 
tlie principle (>1 recurrence as the universal reign ot deatli. He is in fact, 
borrowing from two pre-philosophical tradition^, that of (mdless " reincarna- 
tion ” and tliat of the soul as a fallen divinity destirusl to region its forfeited 
place among the gods. Tliesc traditions are not really contord.mt with one 
another, and it is tlie second winch really represents his ] '< rson.'iI hiith. 

* Mv ns tiri rd ScaypdjuL^ara dyp may mean literally " if one shows the 

man a diagram,” but since biaypaixixara sometimes means sim]dy “ geometrical 
proofs ” {e.g. Xeno])hoii. Mem. iv. 7. where the dvaxurtra 5 i(r,pdupiaTa seem 
to mean simply ” intricate dcmonslratir)ns ”). ])robabJ\' we should iu)t press 
the literal sense of the word here. It is an interesting ]ioint thiit though 
Cebes knows all about the doctrine and attaches imporlance to it. Sinimnus, 
who appears later on as having gone further than Cebes in dropping the 
religious .side of I’ythagfjreanism, has forgotten it. 1 think we may infer two 
things from the passage, io) 1 he doctrine of reminiscence w;us not originated 
by either Socrates or Plato, since Cebes know's both what it is and what is the 
recognized ” proof ” of it. ft is presumably a piece of old I*ythagoreanism 
which the “ advanced ” members of the scliool had dropped or were dropping 
by the end of the fifth century. (1 his explains why wt never hear anything 
about it in Idato's later writings.) (6) J suggest that the (:f)niicxion witli 
immortality comes about in this way. d o judge from the Orpliic plates found 
at Thurii and elsewhere, the original idea was that what the soul has to he 
reminded of is her divine origin and the dangers she will have to surmount 
on her way back to the abode of the gods. J he (.)r]diic jdates are, in fact, 
buried with the votaries to serve them as a kind of Baedeker’s guide. 'J he 
conversion of this piece of primitive theology into a theory of the a priori 
character of mathematics will be part of the spiritualization of old theological 
traditions due to the rnatliematician-saint i^ythagoras. 
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Hence the answerer is plainly in possession of the truth which the 
questioner elicits. Socrates points out that the conclusion might 
be reached by a simple! consideration of what \sv. call “ association.” 
When you sec an article belonging to an intimate friend, you not 
only see the article, but think of the owner, and that is what we 
mean by saying that the coat or what(!V(T it i‘^, ” reminds ” us 
of its owner {” association by Contiguity”). Again, when you 
see a portrait, you think of or ” are reminded” of the original 
(” association by Resemblance ”). Thus you may be “ reminded ” 
of something both by what is unlike it (” Contiguity ”) and l)y what 
is like it (” Keheinblance ”). In tlie second case we also note? wliether 
the likeru'ss is c<»m])lete or not (c.g. whether llie portrait is a good 
one or a bad one). 

Well, thim, let us consider a precisely parallel case. In mathe- 
matics we are constantly talking about ” equality not the ccpiality 
of one stone to another stone, or of one wooden rod to another 
wooden rod. but of tho ” 3 u>t e(|nal ” iavTn to hro» ), wliich is neither 
wood ne>r stone and Wf know iliat w»‘ mcun >Mnv thing by this talk. 
P>iit what has put the thougiit of ilie “ jn-t equal into our minds ? 
The tsieht of etjual e.r uii» qn.ii sti< ks, m s'Ciietliini: (•: th'* kin-h And 
we note two things, (a; 1 he ” just equal ' lliing hmierent 

from a stick or a stone which is <*qual to another ^tick (‘r stone : 
W(‘ s(‘e the sticks or stone'-, we do not se» “ inathnnatit al equality.” 
[h) And the so ('ailed e(|ual slick'^ or >t<.»nes wr dn >ef- are not e.xactiy, 
but only api)roximalely, t-qual. (lA'tn with instruments of prt - 
cision we cannot vieasiOi’ a length without lia\'irig to allow for a 
margin of (UTor.) 'I'lius plainly the objects about which the matlu'- 
malician reasons are not ^XTceived by the eye or the hand ; tlu' 
thought of them is suggested to him by the imperfect approximations 
he S(!es and touches, and this suggestion of B by A is exactly what 
we mean hy ” being reminded of B by .1.” But A cannot remind 
us of B unless we hav(‘ already been acquainted with B. Now from 
tile dawn of our life hen*, our si'uses have always been thus “ remind- 
ing us ” of something which is not directly j)erceptible by sense 
(t,e. ]x*rception has always carried with it estimation by an ” ideal ” 
standard). Hence our accpiainlance with the standards themselves 
must go b.ick to a time before our sensations began, i.e. to a time 
before our birth. W’e have argued the case with special reference 
to the objects studied by the mathematician, but it applies equally 
to all other ” idt'al standards,” like those of ethics, the good, the 
right ; in fact, to everything which Socrates and his friends called a 
” form.” The only alternative to supposing that we had ante- 
natal acquaintance with these ” forms ” would be to say that we 
acquired it at the moment of birth. But this is absurd, since we 
are quite agreed that we bring none of this knowledge into the 
world with us ; we have to recover it slowly enough from the hints 
and suggestions of the senses. We conclude then that if ” the 
kind of being we are always talking about,” that is the ” forms,” 
exist, and if they are the standard hy w’hich we interpret all our 
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sensations, it must be equally true that our souls also existed and 
were actively intelligent before our birth {jbd-e). (One should 
note several things about the way in which the doctrine of the 

forms ” is introduced into this argument. For one thing, we 
see that there is no room in the theory for “ innate ideas ” in the 
strict sense of th(‘ word, and that there is no qut\stion of a knowh'dge.* 
acquired independently of experience. 'I'lie whole point of tlie 
argument is that we should never be put in mind " of tli(‘ “ forms," 
but for the suggestion of the senses. Again, the most imj^ortant 
feature of the process of “ being reminded " is tliat S(‘nse-p(*r- 
ceptions suggest standards to which they do not themselves con- 
form. The same visual sensations wliich suggt'st the notion 
" straight " to me, for exam})le. are the foundation of the judgment 
that no visible stick is perfectly straight. The " form " is thus 
never contained in, or presented by, the sensible experience which 
suggests it. Like the " limit ’’ of an infinite series, it is approxi- 
mated but never reached. 1'ht'se two considerations, taken together, 
show that the theory does full justice to both parts of the Kantian 
dictum that " percepts without concepts are blind, concei)ts without 
percepts are empty." ^ We may also note, as Burnet has done, 
that the stress laid on the point that the sensible thing always falls 
short of a complete realization of the " form " means that sensible 
things are being treated as " imitations " {fxi^i]fuiTa) of tht‘ 
" form." a view we know from Aristotle to ha\a* been Pythagorean. 
It is quite untrue to say that the " imitation " formula only apjx ars 
in Plato’s latest dialogues as an improvement on his earlier formula 
of " participation." In the Phaedo itself Socrates starts with the 
conception of things as " imitating " forms ; " participation " 

will only turn up at a later stage in the argument.) 

Simmias is jxirticularly delighted with this argunu'nt precisely 
because, as he says, it proves the ante-natal existeiita* of the .soul 
to be a consequence of the doctrine of Forms, and that he regards 
as the most clear and evident of all truths (77a). (This deliglit. 
by the way, would be quite unintelligible on the theory that tin* 
doctrine was an invtaition of Plato.) But, as he go(‘S on to say 
after a moment’s reflection, to prove that tlie soul " arose " before 
our birth is not to ])rov^e that it will .survive death, and it is against 
the fear of death that Socrates has to provide an antidott*. 
Formally, as Socrates .says, the point would be estal)lished if we 
take arguments (a) and (/i) together. {ft) has j)rov(‘d tlie pn* 

’ Jtis V(.*ry to rcrneinbertli.it on the theory there arc no " forms " 

except those whidi scrise-cxpericncr .'.iiKr'e.sts. or, to use the Jani^ua^c which 
will meet us later in the flialogue, thcr<‘ anr no ” forms " whicli arc not " ])arti( i- 
pated in " by sensible particulars 'J lie " forms " are not K'.antian “ things 
in them.sclvc.s, " I’.ut <fjually thf " form ’* is not " the sensible lhin/4 ri^litlv 
understorxi/ for tlic hist fai t vou di.'scm’er alK)ut any sensible tiling, when 
you be^nn to understand it, is, in Socrat»-s’ phra.se, that " tliis tiling is trvinK 
(/SoyXerai) to be so-and-so, but not succeeding" (7^0- I his implies a " real- 
istic " metaphysic; the point of view of " nominalism." " terminallsm," 

or " conceptualism," the whole doctrine is non.sense 
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existence of the soul, (a) will prove — on the assumption that the 
alternate cycle of birth and death is endless— that the souls of the 
dead must continue to exist in order that men may continue to be 
born. But the “ child in us which is afraid of the dark is not 
to be quieted so readily, and we must try the effect of a more potent 
“ charm " on him (yya-ySb). 

(b) Second Akgumknt for Immortality {yHh-S^b). — This 
argument goes much more to the root of the question, since it is 
based not on any current gr-neral philosophical formula, but on 
considfrati(jn of the intrinsic character of a soul. In Aristotelian 
language, the first proof has been “logical,” the second is to be 
“ physical.” 'I'lie reasoning adopted lies at the bottom of all the 
familiar arguments of letter nirtaphysicians who deduce the im- 
mortality of the soul from its alleged character as a “ simple sub- 
stance.” the “ paralogism ” attacked by Kant in tlie Critique oj 
Pitre Reason. The “ proof,” as Kant knew it from the writings of 
men like W’olff and Closes Mendelssohn, is a mere ghost of that 
offered in tht‘ Phaedo. Socrates’ })oint is not that the soul is a 
“ simple substance,” — he had not so much as the language in which 
to say such a thing -but that it is, as the (,)rphic religion had taught, 
somt'thing divine. Its “ deiforrnity,” not its indivisibilit}’, is what 
he is anxious to establish ; the indivisibility is a mere consequence. 
Hence he is not ath'Cted by Kant’s true ol)S(‘r\’ation that discerp>tion 
is not the only way in which a send might ])erish. No doubt it 
might jXTish, as Kant said, by a steady diminution of the intensity 
of its vitality, if it were not divine} but what is divine in its own 
nature is in no more danger of ev’anescence than of discerption. 

Simmias had spoken of the possible “ di.>si{)ation ’’of the soul 
at death. Now what sort of thing is liable to di>sipation and what 
not ? Obviously it is the composite which, by its own nature, is 
liable to be dissipated ; tlie incomposite, if thcTe is such a thing, 
should be safe from such a fate. And it is reasonable to hold that 
whatever maintains one and tlu' same character in all circumstances 
is incomposite, what is perjX'tually changing its cliaracter is com- 
po.site. 'rims for the crude contrast between the “ simple ” and 
the composite, we substitute the more philosopdiical antithesis 
between the permanent and the mutable. ( I his takes us at once 
to ground where* Kant’s criticism would not affect us. If the soul 
is, in any st‘nse, immutable, it is so far se'curcd against the lowering 
of int(‘nsity of which Kant s|>t*aks.) In tlu* kind of be*ing of which 
we s[)t‘ak in our scienlilic studies, the being we are always trying 
to defiiU' tlu* “ forms.” in fact we have a standard of the abso- 
lutely immutable. “ Just straight.” “ just right.” ” just good.” 
are once and for all ex.ictly what they are. and are invariable. 

* And yet, does not K.int's argument rest on the eiioneou> .i'.sumption 
tliat if a series lias the lower limit o. o must actuallv Ix' a irtm of the series ? 
Hut he is at leiist right in saying that survival as a “ l>are monad " would not 
he the kind of immortality from the tl.tmght of which any man could derive 
hope or comfort. 
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ii pair of chararttTS -llh* iii\’i>il>]t‘ and iinniutablt*, .ind tl]» 
\'isibl(_‘ and niiitablrd Also we arc* af^rcc^d that \vc lia\'(‘ a b(»dy aiifi 
have a soul. To which of our types does ( acli of these Ix'loii^ ' 
('Ic’arly the* Ixulvcan be sec*n. the st^ul is invisible (of coiirsi' “ sc*t‘n ” 
and “unseen “ are bcinij: used here firr svf/rci/oi for “.sensed/’ “not 
sensed/’ rc*s])eeiivc'ly ). In respect of this character there can be ne 
doubt of the* type* to ^\■hi('h each l)elon/:::s. \\’hat about the other pair 
of contrasted charaeiers r As wt* said beh)re. when tla* soul relit > 
on the sense •( tiiraits in luu* invest illations she finds tlie objects sli* 
is studying pc‘r})etnallv shift in.t^, and lost‘s lier own way (T7\a\nTat] 
among tliein. W'lieii she relies on lu'r nati\t* power of thinking 
and attends to objects which are stric'tly determinate* and un- 
changing. she finds lier way among them without uncertainty and 
confusion, and it is just this condition of the* soul we* t'all “ wisdom ' 
or intelligence v<rts). 'I bis would indicate tli.it the soul 

herself belong.*^ mor^* truly to the ty|K* with whi('.h she* is most at 
home, the immut.ible. when*:is the body certainly belongs to tla 
mutable.- 

Again, in the* p<irtir*rshi}) of soul and l)ody, it is the soul which 
is rightly master and the body se-rvant (the thought which the 
Academy crystallize'd in tin* definition of man as a soul 7/sfng a 
human body as its instrument). Now it is for tin* divine to com- 
mand and rule, for tin* mortal to serve and obey ; hence it is the 
soul in ns which ])lays the divine, the body which plays the mortal 
part. (1 his brings ns at last to the point on wliich Socrates really 
means to insist, the “ deiformity “ or “ kinship with (iod “ of the* 

1 J his i.s ielciitical at hoit(*ni with Dr. \\ hitelie*a<l s ivce'iit distinction 
between “objects" and "events," e.f;. betwe'en " Carnbridge'-blue " anei 
" Cambridge-l>lue-liere-and now." Dr. White*hoad. 1 tliink, df)(^s not expressly 
say that it is only events which can be “ sensed." but tliat is really implied in 
his languagi*. 1 ',ee " Cambridge-blue-occurring-herc-and-now " ; the object 
“ Cambridge- blue," wliich does not “ happen," is suggested to me bv my sensa- 
tion of what is " ha]jpcning ". J rcio^nt:e it, am " put in mind of it " by the 
event which bapjiens. ( .f. Principles of Natural Knowletl^e, p. Si : " Objects 
are entities recognized a> appertaining to events ; they are the recognita amid 
events. Events are named after the objects involved in them." Ihis is 
precisely the doctrine of " forms " and of “ recollection." 

* Of course it is not .said that tfie soul i.s absolutely immutable, 'i'his 
would not lx* true ; we ( an diange even our most (lee}>ly cherished scientific 
and moral convii lions. Ihit it i . true that, by contr.xst with the body, the 
soul emerges as the relativ(‘Iy imimitablc. My intellectual and moral con- 
victions do not undergo “ adaptive " modilication.s to a changing environment 
with the readiness shown by my organism. My body, for instance, will adai)t 
itself to a great climatic change mrjre readily than my mind to a society with 
a different morality or reHgion from my own. 


But thr tnatiV M «v . al/ In (hr .<■ ttatu.s , 

are in ix-rpetu,.! nviUitum. f I he nun /o.. ] 

go d es. the •• hat.dso.Me - it..t.nent it.. I.eaut V, ..t.d on.) 
fhese latter mulaWe thin.cs are all ti-...C^ .v-t nu, ouch or , 

apprehend bvoneorotherotihe.sens.'..; the imtnnl.al.le .standards 

arc OIK* and' all api^n*hcii.MhI,‘ only by tlioiight (o/ti.omv Xoyi<rf,o, 
I'his <nc*c(‘sts tliat wc mav n‘rogni/.(‘ two tyiH*.*' of objects, each tyi 
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soul. In view of tli** ofjuatif^n of "immortal” 

with "(liviu**," tlu.' foimal iiihn-iK*- to thr immortality f>f 
soul follows as a mallrr of oovu.m 

lla-: soul, thru, is nlativi-l\- tlw jjrrmaiHiit ancl divint: ihirif' 
in u>. tin* body the m*'n*ly liinnau and imilabl.*. W’e should 
then foK.' th*- Vxxlv to be rolaii\a ly prii^hablc, the s(/ul to be 

(‘ither wholly imix-i idiabh- or luarlv hj. And yet wt know that, 
with fav()\nabh“ eii x i\m>tanet >d ‘ vm a dt-ad l)ody inav be ]>re- 
si rvt'd from corru}>lion for a.qrs, arid tln n* an |)art.- n{ the body 
whieh seem all but inde>tni(:tible. Mmii more ^h^;uld we exjX'Ct 
that a soul which ha,> ni.ide itself a> far as possible independent of 
iIh' mutable body, and lias escapx-d by death to the divine and 
invisible, will he lifted above iniitability and corruption. I-lut if a 
soul has all throui^di life M-t its affections on bodily thing^ and the 
gratifications of aj)petite, it may be ex]M-cted to hanker after tlie 
body (‘Vxm when death has divorced tliein, and be draggi-d down 
into the cvcle of birth> ag.iin by this hankering. W'e may supjK.>se 
that the ])la('e in the animal e system into which it is reborn i> 
dt!termined by tin* nature of its sjx*citic lusts, so that each souls 
own lusts provide it with its appropriate ” hell,” the seiL'.ual being 
rel)orn as asses, the rapacious and unjust as beasts of ])rey, and 
>o forth. 'I'he mildest fate will be that of the ].xrs(.)ns who havt 
practised the ” })o|)uIar goodness ” misnamed temperance and 
justice witliout ” ;>hilosoj)hy ” {i.e. of those who have simjdy 
sliaped their conduct lyv a respectable moral tradition without true 
iiisiglit into the good. or. in Kantian plirase, ha\X‘ lived ” according 
to dutv,” though iK't ” from duty ”). '1 lu se, we may suppose, 

are reborn as ” .social creatures/' like bees and ants, or as men 
again, and they mak* “ decent l>odies ” as mankind goes. Tlie 
attainment of " divinity ” or ” deiforiniiy ” is rest-rxed for the 
man who has re.solutely lived the highest of the thri'e li\ es, that of tin 
" lover of wi.vdoiii,” and subdued his lusts, not like the ” lover of 
wealth ” from fear of poverty, nor like the ” lover of honour ” from 
concern for his reputation, but from love of good. This explains 
the reason why tlu' lover of wisdom lives hard. It is because he 
knows that what a man comes to feel pleasure and pain about be- 
comes his engrossing interest. To find your joy and woe in the 
gralilicatioiis of the body means to come to be bound up with il> 
fortunes, and this bars the way l(.> deification and binds you down 
to tlu* wheel of birth. It is for the sake of this supreme good, 
" deification,” that the lover of wisdom denies ” the tlesh.” To 
consent to its motions would bo to act like Penelo]x.‘. who unwove 
by night what .she had spent the day in weaving. Now a man 
whose whole lift* has been an aspiration to rise abt>\e mutabililv 
to deiformity will be the last person to fear that the new and abiding 

* 1 he wf t> TOiairt; {Soc) has Ix'en much di>puiod From a 

coinparisijn wuh J nn. j:.\c (i. Phiirb. 2 (yi> i, Cnitas, ii le fi. I take the meaning xo 
he “ climate. ' thuugh 1 cannot produce another example of the Miigular of 
'^pa in til at sense. 
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deiform solf which is being built up in him will bo unbuilt by the 
event of death.^ 

(I make no apology for having drawn freely on the character- 
istic language of Christian mysticism in expounding this argument. 
Under all the real differences due to th(‘ C hristian's bt‘lief in tht‘ 
historical reality of the ("lod-man. the ideal of Socrates and the 
Christian ideal an* fundamentally identical. Th(‘ central thought 
in both cases is that man is born a creature r)f tiunporality and 
mutability into a temporal and mutal)le environment, i^ut, in 
virtue of the fact that there is a something “ divine " in him, he 
cannot but aspire to a good which is above time and mutability, 
and thus the right life is, from first to last, a process by which the 
merely secular and tem|)ond self is re-made in tlu* likeiK^ss of the 
eternal. If we understand this, we shall be in no danger of suppos- 
ingthat Socrates is merely anticijxiting the jejiiiu* argument from the 
indivisibility of a “ simple substance," or that tlie Kantian polemic 
against WoJftian rationalism st'rioiisly atfei'ts his r(‘asoning. The 
thought is that the real nature of the soul has to be h^arned from a 
consideration of the nature of the spi'cifu: “ good " to which it 
aspires. A cn'atun* whose well-being consists in li\'ing for an 
“ eternal " good cannot In* a mere thing of time and change. In this 
sense, the morality of the Platonic dialogues, like all morality 
which can command an intelligent man’s respect, is from first to 
last " other-worldly.’’ ) 

First In ria<TUi.)i': — At this point the thread of tlu' 

argument is broken ; a geiUTal silence ensues, but Sirnmias ami 
Cebes are observed to be whisfXTing together, as thougli th(‘y were 
not quite satislu d. Artistically tlu,* bn^ak serves the pur[)()st; of 
lowering the pitch of tlu* conversation and relieving the eiiujtional 
strain. It also has a logical function. Imjiressivi* as the moral 
argument for immortality is, there are scientific objections to it of 
which we have so far heard nothing, and tlu se deser\'e to be care- 
fully stat(*d and ade(juat(*ly met. .^inct' we cannot lu* called on to 
accept any view of man’s destiny, however attractive, which contra- 
dicts known scientific truth, nor is Socrates the man to wish, even 
in the immediate presence of (h ath, to ac(]ui(‘sce in a faith which is 
not a reasonable faith, fhat would b(* simple cowardice (Sqc). He 
has just broken out into his “ swan-song," and like the swans, his 
fellow-servants of the Delphic (? Delian) god, he sings for hojx? 
and joy, not in lamentation, lie is therefore* roliust enough in 
his faitii to be only too ready to hear and consider any objections. 

Objections of Si.mmi.as and Cedes (S$c~HSc). — Sirnmias thinks, 
like a modern " agnostic," that certainty about our destiny may be 
unattainable. He would at heart like to be able to appeal to 

* Like Spinoza, but without, liko liiru, being hampered by a naturalistic 
metapiD’sic, Socrates ludds that the man who lives best has the soul of which 
tlie greatest part is eternal, i.e. the more thoroughly you live the philosophic 
Ufe, the less is the personality you achieve at the mercy of circumstance, even 
if the circumstance is the change we call death. 
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'' revelation " (a Xo>o? S^d) on such a question, but agrees 

that, in the absence of a revelation, one should resolutely examine 
all human speculations on the j)rol)lem. and adopt that vvhicli will 
stand close scrutiny best. Tin* ditiiculty he feels about Socrates’ 
reasoning is that what he has said al^out the soul and the body 
might equally Ik; said about the " melody " of a musical instru- 
ment and the; strings which make the music, d he strings are 
visible and tangible ]>odies, are comj)Osite and jKTishaldr, the music 
is invisiblr. incorporeal, and divine.” But it would clearly be 
absurd to argue* that, for this n-ason, the* music still exists and 
sounds ” somewhere ” wht n the instrum«‘nt is broken. Now it 
is ” our belief ” that tiu; body is like a musical in^-trument whose 
strings an* its ultimate c(jmponents, the liot, cold, moist, and dry, 
and that the soul i> the musie this instruiiu nt gives r)m wlien these 
‘ stiing> ” are. [nojx'ilv tun<-d. If this is so. we may grant that 
tht* soul is ” divirn*,” hkv. all beauty and pruportion, but we must 
also grant that <ii>ea^e and other disturbances of the ccnistitution 
of tli(‘ organism break th(* strings of tlu* insinim(*nt or put them 
nut of tune, and this m.ike> it imj)ossible to argu*- that because the 
dehris of the brokf'ii instrument continues to exist after the fracture, 
a fortinri the music must ])er.dst still m<»re immutably (S^c-SG^f). 

Celu'S has a diflereiU (objection. He does not attach much 
importance t(.) tin* epipht nomeiialism of Simmias, but he complains 
that nothing Inis rt-ally l)een pro\-e(l l>eyond ” pre-t xislence," which 
has been all along regarded as guaranteed by the doctrine of 
” n‘miniscenre.” Kven if we grant that the sc'ul. so far from being 
a mere resultant of bodily causes, actually makes its own body, 
this only shows it to be like a weaver who makes his C'wn cloak. 
In the course* of his lih* he makes and wears out a great many cloaks, 
but when he dies lie leaves the last cloak he has made behind him, 
and it would bt* ridiculous to argue that lu* cannot lie dead because 
the cloak which he made is still hen*, and a man lasts longer than a 
cloak. So the soul might make and wear out a whole succession of 

bodies indeed, if it is true that the body is always being broken 

down by waste of tissue and built up again by the soul, something 
of this sort liajijvns daily. But even if we go so far as to assume 
that the soul repeatedly makes itself a new body after the death 
of an old one, it may lie that. like the weaver, it exhausts its vigour 
sooner or later, and so will make a last body, after the death of which 
the soul will no longer exist. And we can never be sure that the 
building up of our present body is not the last performance of such 
a worn-out soul, and consequently that the death we are now 
awaiting may not be a complete extinction (8(.)C-88/h. 

These objections, Phaedo says, struck dismay into the whole 
company, with the single exception of Socrates. For they appeared 
to dispose of the whole case for immortality, and. what was worse, 
they made the hearers, who had been profoundly impressed by 
Socrates’ discourse, feel that they would never be able to put any 
confidence in their owm judgment again, if what had seemed to be 
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completely proved could be so easily disposc'd of. Plato is careful 
to interrupt the narrative at this point still more completely, by 
allowing: Pxhecrates to add that lie syinj>athizes with the general 
consternation, since he too has hitherto been strongly convinced 
that the soul is the attunement ” of tlie body and is therefore 
anxious to know how Socrates met tlu* difliculty (8Sr-c). 

riie purpose of all this l>y-play is to call attention to the I'ritical 
importance of the two problems which have just been raised. We 
are, in fact, at tlu‘ t urning']>oint of the discussion. Tlu' “ moral " 
argument based on th(' di\’inity of the soul, as proved by the char 
acter of the good to wliich it aspires, has been stated in all its im- 
pressiveness, and we have now to consider whether " science " can 
invalidate it. To use Kantian language, we have seen what tin* 
demand of “ practical reason is, and the question is whether then* 
is an insoluble conflict between this demand and the principles of 
the “speculative n'ason.” as Echecrates and th(‘ auditors of 
Socrates fear, or, in still more familiar languagt*, the question is 
whether there is or is not an ultimate discord betw(*('n “ rrligion 
and “ science.” 

As to the source and purport of the two objrctions it may be 
enough to say a very few wonls. That of Siinmias, as is indicatial 
by the remarks of Echecrates. is n'pn'seiited by Plato as basc'd on 
the mtalical and physiological theories of the younger l\vthagoreans. 
It is a natural development from the well-known theory of Alcmaeon 
that health depends on tin* ^roro/m/ or “ conslituti»)nal balance* “ 
between the* constituents of the organism. IIk.* conijiarison with 
the “ attunement ” of the strings of a musical instrument would be 
.suggested at once by the Pythagorean discanery of the simple 
ratios corresponding to the intervals of the musical scab'. P'roni 
this to the conclusion that “ mind ” is the tune given out by the 
“ strings ” of the body, the music made by the body, is a very (*asy 
step ; and since we now know that Idiilolaus, the it'acluT of C Abes 
and Sirnmias, had .spf'cially interested himself in medicine, we may 
make a probable conj(*cture that we are dealing with his doctrini* 
(which is al.-.o that of his contemporary lunpialocles. Ers. 107. 108). 
Sinc(' tlie same doctrine appears in Parmenides (Er. 16), it was 
clearly making its wav among the Pythagoreans by the luginning 
of the fifth century, tliough it is, of course, quite inconsistent with 
their religious beliefs about re-birth in animal bodies : (on all this, 
see E.G.Ph.^ 295-296). 

In principle the theory is exactly that (»f modern “ epiphe- 
nomenalisin,” according to which “ consciousne.ss ” is a mere by- 
product of the activitit s of the bodily organism, the “ whistle,” 
as Huxley said, given off by the steam as it escapes from the engine. 
A satisfactory refutation of it must ipso facto be a refutation of th(‘ 
whole epiphenomenalist position. 

The source of the difficulty raised by Cebes is difhTent. His 
allusion to the alternation of waste and repair in the organism at 
once suggests a Heraclitean origin ; he is thinking of the view of 
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Heraclitus that the apparent stability of " tilings " lasts just so 
long as the antithetical processes of th(‘ “ way up ” and the way 
down " balance one another, and no longer. (I'or the evidence 
of H(Taclitean influences on fifth-century Pythagoreanism, see 
E.G.Ph.’^ Index, s.v. Hippasos; Greek Philosophy, Part /., 87-88.) 
How “ modern " Cebes’ jioint is will best be seen by reflecting 
that the Meraclitean theory of “ exchanges ” is really a dim antici- 
pation of the modern principle of the conservation of en( rgy. The 
argument is, in effect, one quite familiar in our own times. If we 
rcjt'Ct epijihenom(!nalisrn and admit interaction between mind and 
body, it is argued that the mind must part with “ (*nergy " in 
acting on the body, and Cebes, like a modern phy-ici>t appealing 
to the principle of Carnot, holds that this loss of energy cannot be 
made good indefinit(‘ly. \ time will come when the effective 
tmergy of the \pvxi] has been wholly dissipated. Thus his criticism, 
like that of Simmias, is precisely of the kind which a man of science 
is tempted to urge against the belief in immortality in our own day. 
fhc one difference between the two positions is that the objection 
of Simmias is primarily that of a biologist, the difficulty of Cebes 
is that of a physicist. Cebes may also be said in a way to be antici- 
pating Kani's t'ritirism of the argument from the "simplicity" of 
the .soul. His concsqilion of the s(ju 1 as ])eris]ung by wearing out 
her stock of vitality answers pretty closely to Kant's conception of 
a gradual sinking of the "intensity" of "consciousness" to the 
zero-level. 

Solution of the Scikntimc Hifmcultiks (88t-io2a). — This 
section of the dialogue falls into three subdivisions. There is first 
a preliminary discourse by Socrates intended to warn us against 
being disgusted with serious thinking l)y the occurrence of diffi- 
culties and so led into mere " irrationalism," next a discussion of 
the difficulty of Simmias, and then a longer treatment of the much 
more fundamental })roblem raised by Celx'S, this last subdivision 
receiving a special narrative introduction of its own. 

(a) The Warning against Misology (Sqa-qic). — Socrates, alone 
of the c<)mpany, shows liim.^elf calm and even playful in the presence 
of the bolt — or rather bolts — just shot from the blue. The " argu- 
ment," at any rate, shall be “ raised again," if he can perform the 
miracle. Hut whether he succeeds or not, he would at least utter 
a solemn warning against " misology," irrationalism. Distnist of 
reason arises much in the same way as misanthropy, distrust of our 
fellows. I'he commonest cause of misanthropy is an unwise con- 
fidence bast'd on ignorance of character. When a man has re- 
t:)eatedly put this ignorant confidence in the unworthy and been 
disillusioned, he often ends by conceiving a spite against mankind 
and denouncing humanity as radically vicious. But the truth is 
that exalted virtue and gross wickedness are both rare. What the 
disillusioned man ought to blame for his ex}X'ricnce is his own 
blind ignorance of human nature. So if a man who has not the 
art of knowing a sound argument from an unsound one has found 
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himself repeatedly misled by his blind trust in unsound discourses," 
there is a real danger that he will lay the blame on the weakness 
of our intellectual faculties and end as a mere irrationalistd To 
avoid this fate, when we find our most cherished convictions a]^par- 
ently breaking down under criticism we must lay the blame not 
on the inherent untrustworthiness of " discourse' " but on our own 
rashness in committing ourselves to an uncritici/ed i^osition. We 
will therefore reconsider our case and try to meet tlu' objt'ctions 
which have been brought against us, in the spirit of men who are 
contending honestly for truth, not for an argumentative victory. 

(p') The Objection of Sininiias removed foie--05rt). — In tin* first 
p)lace, it may be ])oiiited out that the difficulty raised by Simmias is 
incompatible with his own professed principlt's. lie avows himself 
satisfied now bv what had Ina'ii already said that knowUalgti is 
“ reminiscence.'’ and that. constM]uently, our souls existed iH-fon* 
they wore our j^resent bodily guise. Idaiiily that cannot bt' tlu' 
case if the soul is an " epipluaiomenon," tlu* melody given out by 
the l)ody, tht* “ whistle of the engiiit'." to recur to Huxley’s version 
of the same doctrine, 'riie musical instrument mu.>t preexist and 
its strings be sen-wed up in the right jutch befon- tie- inehxly can 
bt' tht're. We may asst-rt eitht-r that all knowlt-dge is " reininis- 
ctuice " or that the soul is an epiphenornenon ; we must not assert 
both propositions at once. And Simmias himself lias no doubt 
which of the two positions has the better claim to acce|)lance. 
The doctrine of “ reminiscence " has been detluiSMl from tht- 
“ postulate " of tlie reality of the “ forin^,” a principle 

which Simmias has all through accepted as certain. The t'pi- 
phenornt'iialist theory of iht' soul rests on nothing more than a 
plausible analogy, and we all know how dect'ptive such an.alogies 
can be — in gefiinetry, for example ((y 2 d). 

(There is real point in Socrates' ar^mnentitm ad hominem. inde- 
penclently of the assumption of pre-«‘xistenc»*. Wt- may comjiare 
the story of W. (). Warci's crushing reply to Huxh'V. who had just 
explained mental lif«' to his own satisfaction l)y e])iphenomenalism 
plus the law> of ass(x:iation. " You have forgotten memory." i.e. 
the fundarni'Tital fact of the rcco^^nition of the past as past. As 
Huxley had to admit, his scheme could give no account of recog 
nition, and without presu{>posing recognition it would not work.) 

But the epiphenomenalist theory is not merelv incompatibh' 
with our unprovf'd postulatt; about “ forms " ; it is also demon 
strably false on independent grounds. 'Fhere are two things which 
are characteristic of (?vf'ry “ attunement " or " melody " ; evi'iy 
“ attunemimt " is compli-tely determined by its constituents, and 
no “ attunement " admits of degrees. If a [)air of vibrating strings 

' 'J‘he description of the rni-.olo£,dst would equalJv cover both the cav* of 
Uie man who ends in pjjif s< epticism and that of the man who t.ikrs refu^'r 
in a blind faith in what he opf^nlv av'ows t<i irrational. Socrates stand ; for *1 
fide, quaeren'i intellectum against both " universal doubt " and indilferentisjn 
and blind fideism or " voluntarism," Hence the partisans of tlu- <ine c.ill him 
a " dogmatist,'’ tho.se of the other an " intellect ualist. " 
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have one deterininate ratio, the interval their nott‘S make will be 
tiic fourth, anti cannot possibly be anythinj:^^ else ; if they have 
anotluT (i(^terininat(^ ratio, the interval will be the fifth, and so on. 
Again, a string eitlaT is in tune " or it is not, and there is no third 
alternative, ijetween any pair of notes tlu rt*. is one definite in- 
terval ; th('y make that interval exactly and they make no other. 

C and i'P, for exanqde, make an interval as definite, though not as 
pleasing, as (' and (j. “ No atlunement is more or less of an attune- 

inent than any other,’' What inferences about the soul would 
follf)W from these two considerations, if the soul is an " attune- 
inent " ? It would follow at once frf>rn the secr>nd th( sis that no 
one soul can l)e more or less ol a soul than any other. Ihit we have 
to re('kon with the rrc(»eni/ed fact that sonu* souls are le tter or 
worse than others. Now there seems to be a real an.dogy betwean 
goodnrss and being " in tune," and b( tween badness and being 
*' out of tune." lulher then we should liave to express this difler- 
ence by sayiiig that one " attiinement " (the good soul) is more 
"attuned " than another (the bad soul), and our own admissions 
f(.)rbid us to say this ; or we must say that the good Sfuil not only 
is an " attuin'iiirnt " but Juts a second further " attunement " 
within ii^t If. and this is manih stly absurd. If a soul i> an " attune- 
mriit." (Mil only say that ev« ry soul is as much an " attunement " 
as any (Uher, and thi> amounts to saying that no one soul i:^ morally 
brtter or W(ast‘ tlcin another, or even that all souls, since all are 
pnadse " attuiiein* iits." are ]>orh i tly good. But thi> denial of 
differenc(’s of moral Wi>rth !'> inanife‘-tly ridiculous, d he argtirnent 
is. then, tliat ej>iph«=noinenali.Mn is incoinjKitible ^\ith the recc>gnition 
of dilfeivin'es of moral worth, and that tlu se dillerc nces are certainly 
nal. theorv which ((Uillicts with liie first principles of ethics 
must be falsf. since lla se principl('< are ccTtain truth. 

('Iht' arguiiu-nt. though stated in a way unfamiliar to us. is 
precisi Iv that which weiglis with men wlio are in earnest with 
etliics against a pliilosophv like Spiiu'za’s. I'lunigh Spinoza does 
not make " consci(aisness " dejH iid ('ansally on the organism, for 
practiciil j)urpos^“S his tiaory of tlie inde]>endent "attributes" 
W()rk> (uit in tia* same way as epiphencanenalisin. 'fhe though 

not causally dc'ix-iuh nt on the constituents of tlic organism, is 
sup|>osed to I'c mathifKatiiiiUy determinable as a fimction of them. 
('oiise(jta‘ntlv, just as Simmias has to allow that no " attunement " 
is more or less an " atluntuueiU " than any other, Spinoza holds 
a rigidly noininalivt doctrine' about " human nature." There is 
really ra.) such thing as a " human nature " of which Peter or Paul 
is a good s]>( cimen. but Nero a vt ry bad cuie. Nero is mu. projx^rly 
'^j>* akiiig. a bad s]H'cinien cT a man ; he is a jxifec t s|Hcimen of a 
N( ro. fo say that la* mav be a perfect Ne nc init is a very bad 
man, is judging b\’ a ]nualy arbitrary and " subjective " standard. 
iSee I'Jhics, Part 1.. .Aj^ixndix. Part I\\, Preface.) But. if this i.s 

Spinoza is undertaking an impossible task in writing a treatise 
on the good for man and the way to obtain it.) 
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Again, we have to consider the consequences of the thesis that 
an “ attuneinent is a determinate function of its constituents. 
Given the constituents, the musical “ interval " between them is 
also once and for all completely given. Now the most potent fact 
about our moral life is that it is a conflict or struggle between an 
element whose rightful function is to dominate and direct, and a 
second whose place is to obey and be directed. 'I'he soul is con- 
stantly repressing the desires for gratification of a})petites connected 
with the body. (It is not meant, of course, that the whole of moral 
discipline consists in subduing such elementary api)etites ; they are 
taken as examples because they are the simplest and most obvious 
illustration of a principle.) The moral life is a process of subjugation 
of the flesh and its desires to the “ godl\^ motions of tht* spirit." 
The "spirit " w'hich dominates the " flesh " clearly cannot be itself 
just the " attunement " or " scale " constituted by the ingredients 
of the " flesh." If this were so, the state of soul at any moment 
should be* simply the resultant and expression of our " organic " 
condition at that moment, and there should be no such experience 
as the familiar one of the division of " spirit " or " judgment " 
against " flesh " or " appetite." (Here, again, the critici.sm is 
conclusive for a serious moralist against all forms of epi pheno- 
menalism. The cpiphenomenalist is tied by his theory to a " one- 
world " interpretation of human experience ; morality j)r(*suj)poses 
a " tw^o-world " interpretation. Its very nature is to be a " struggle " 
between a higher and a low’cr. If man w’ere nuTcly a creature of 
time, or again if he w^ere simply eternal, the struggle' could not arise ; 
its tremendous reality is proof that man's soul is the meeting-place 
of the two orders, the temporal and the eternal, and this, of itself, 
dispo.ses of the simpliste theory of human personality as a simple 
function of the passing state of the " organism " or tlie " nervous 
system." The epiphenomenalist psychophysics merely ignore tlu* 
most important of the " appearances " which a true account of 
moral personality ought to " save." Like all the arguments of the 
dialogue, this reasoning, of course, presupposes the objective 
validity of moral distinctions ; to the denier of that it will 

bring no conviction.) 

(y) The Difficulty of Cebes discussed (95a-io2a). — As has bee n 
said already, the difficulty rai.scd by Cebes is of a much more serious 
kind than that of Simmias. As the subsequent history of psychology 
has proved, epiphenomenalism is after all a thoughtle.ss and in- 
coherent theory based on hopelessly misleading analogies and in- 
competent to take account of the obvious facts of mental life. The 
theory on which Cebes is relying is a very difft rent matter ; he is 
appealing to the first principles of a " mechanical " philosophy of 
nature. Put in modern language, his contention comes to this, 
that the action of mind on body presupposed in ethics cannot be 
reconciled with the principles of natural science except by supposing 
that mind " expends energy " in doing its work of " direction." 
If this expenditure of energy goes on without compensation, a 
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time must come when the avaihible energy of the mind is exhausted. 
I'hus the issue raised is at bottom that wliich is still with us, of the 
universal validity of the postulates of a mechanical interpretation 
of nature. 

I)o(‘s the guiding influence of intelligence on l.)odi]y movement 
come under the s('oj)(‘ of the two great laws of the Conservation 
and the Degradation of Energy r If it does, we mu^t look with 
certainty to the disaj^pearance of our personality aft(T the lapse of 
some finite duration ; if it does not, the principh s of mechanics 
arc not of universal apj)lication. 'fhe development of Energetics 
in the nineteenth century has ( iiabled us to state the problem with 
a precision which would have Ixeii impossibh' not merely to Plato, 
but even to I)(‘scartes or Leibniz. l)ut in principle the problem itself 
has remained the same under all thest* developments ; Socrates 
in this part of the: Phacdo is dealing with the very question which 
is the theme, for instanci*, of James W'ard's 'Sainralism and 
Agnosticism, 

The importance of the problem d« niands that we should formu- 
late it with very sjX'cial cano W'e may state it thus. Granting the 
*' real distinction of mind from bc>dy.'’ it is possible that in every 
act of intc-rcourse with the b('fly the mind jiarts with diergy which 
it cannot recover ; if that is so, its progress to destruction begins 
with its very first entrance into contact with a body, and the com- 
pletion of the ]irogress is only a matter of time Now in 

discussing this problem we an* driven to face a still more funda- 
mental one, the (]uestion of “the causes of coming into being and 
passing out of In ing '’(05e), that is, the question of the adequacy of 
the wliole mechanical interpretation of Nature. Socrates' object 
is to ixTsuade his friends that no single process in Nature is ade- 
(juately explained by the mechanical interpretation. He can 
most readily carry them with him by first giving an account of his 
own personal mental history and the reasons why he gave up the 
mechanical philosophy in early manhood. This brings us to the 

Skcond Intkkia’dk (o3c-io2^7). — The Origin of the Sucraiic 
Method.-- {T oy the, to my mind, overwhelming evidence that the 
narrative which follows is meant by Plato as a strictly historical 
account of the early development of Socrates I must n fer to Burnet's 
detailed notes in his edition of the dialogue. Ihe main point is 
that the general ,^tate of scientific opinion described can be shown 
to be precisely that which must have existed at Athens in the middle 
of the fifth century, and cannot well have* existed anywhere else 
or at any later time. The “ scientific doubts “ of which Socrates 
speaks are all connected with two special problems — the reconciliation 
of Milesian with Pythagorean cosmology, and the facing of the 
contradictions Zeno had professed to discover in the foundation of 
Pythagorean mathematics. It is assumed that the system of 
Anaxagoras is the last great novelty in physics, and there are clear 
refiTences to those of Diogenes of Apolionia and of Archelaus. 
This fixes the date to which Plato means to take us back down to the 
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middle of the fifth century, a consideration wliich disposes at once 
of the preposterous su^/:^estions that the narrati\'e is meant as a 
description either of Plato’s own mental devt'lopiiKiil or of tlu‘ 
development of a “ typical ” ]>hil()sopher. Of course. Plato cannot 
tell us at first-hand what Socrates was doin^; and thinking more than 
twenty years before his own birth, but lu' has, at least, taken care 
that his story shall be in accord with historical ])robabi]ities. and 
we may fairly presume that some of the information enij)loy(‘d in 
constructing it came to him directly from Socrates himself, d ims 
we have as much evidence for its accuracy as we can have for 
that of any narrative of eviaits related by a narrator born a qnai t(‘r 
of a century after the }X'riod he is describing.') 

Th(^ general drift of the narrative is as follows. As a young 
man. Socrates had felt an (‘nthusiasm for “ natural scieiicr and 
made himself acquainted with the biological theories of tla* 
Milesians, the Heracliteans. Empedocles, tlu* psychology of 
Alcmaeon, the flat-earth cosmologies of the loiiians and the si)hei ical- 
earth cosmologies of the Italian IVthagorean^, as well as with the 
mathematical subtleties of Zeno alxnit tlu‘ “unit ” and tlie natiirt‘ 
of addition and subtraction. I'he r(‘sult of all this eager study was 
to induce a state of duhiiaiio de omnibus', so far from diM'ovtTing 
the cause of all processes, Socrates was led to feel that he did not 
understand the “ reason why ” of the simplest and most (‘Veryday 
occurrences. At this point he fell in with the* doctrim* of .\naxagoras 
that mind ” is the one cause of order everywhene I'lie doctriiu* 
app)ealed to him at once, from its telerdogical appearance. If all 
the arrangements in the universe an‘ due to intellig(aice. that must 
mean that everything is “ ordered as it is b(‘st it should be,” and 
Socrates therefore hoped to find in Anaxagoras a didiveier from all 
scientific uncertainties. He expected him to solve all problems in 
cosmology, astronomy, and biology by showing what gnaiping of 
things was best, and consequently most intelligent. Hut wlu'n he 
read the work of Anaxagoras, he found that its performance did 
not answer to its promise. Anaxagoras made no use of his principle 
when he came to the details of his cosmology ; he nu n h- fell back 
on the same sort of mechanical causes (“ airs “ and “ waters “) 
as the rest of the cosmologists. Like them, he mad(‘ the fatal 
mistake of confusing a cause, or causa principalis, with “ that with- 
out which the cause would not act as a cause," causae concomitantes 
or " accessory conditions." This was much as though a man should 
say that the reason why Socrates is now sitting qnic'tly awaiting 
death, instead of being in full flight for Thebes or Mt'gara, is the 
condition of his sinews, muscles, and bones. The real reason is 

‘ he autobiographical pages of our dialogue urc thus the ancient counter- 
part of Descartes' Discours de la mithode pour inert conduirc sa raison with 
the interesting differences, fi) that though both philosoj)hers are concerned to 
simplify philosophy by getting rid of a false and artificial method, Descartes' 
object is to revive the very “mechanical" interpretation of nature which 
Socrates rejected, and (2' that Socrates left it to the piety of another to do for 
his mental history what Descartes did for himself. 
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that he judges it good to abide by the decision of a legally consti- 
tuted court ; if lie judged otherwis(‘. if h(^ thought flight the more 
reasonable course, his bodily mechanism would be in a very different 
condition. Of course*, if he had not this apparatus of bones and 
sin(‘ws and the rest, he co\ild not follow u[) his judgment, but 
it n'lnains true tliat it is his judgment on the question which 
H'ally determines whether he shall sit still or run. This is pre- 
cisely what We mean by saying that Socrates acts rip, ratirmally 
or int(‘llig(‘ntly. 

'I’he disa])]vjintni<-nt , Socrates says, confirmed his opinion that 
li(' was “ no good oxi oiV.b* xpyjfxa) ^ at natural science, 

and must try to lind some way out of his “ universal doubt " by 
his own mother-wit, without trusting to “ men of science," each of 
whom r)nly .M'emed tf) hr able to prove one thing — that all the others 
were wixJiig. His description of the " new method " reveals it to 
us at once as that which is characteri-tic of mathematics. It is a 
method of considering " things " by investigating the Aoyoi or 
“ ])ropositi<»ns " we make about them. Its fundamental char- 
acteristic is that it is (h ductive. You start witii the " postulate." 
<»r undemon>trated prinrij)k-. wliich you think mo>t satisfactory 
and ]>r(>('eed to draw out its ('on>« (]Uenees or " implications " 
{ill nt Tu), proca-^iniiallv putting th(* consequences down as 
" triK'," and any propositions which contlict with the jx)stulat(‘ 
as false (loo^). Of course, a-^ is madr clear later on. a " postulate " 
(froecir/s) which is f. -und to inqdy conse(|iien('es at variance with 
fart or destructive of oiu' another is taken as dis^’^roved. But the 
absencf of ('ontradiction the conseipu-nces of a " po>iulate " 

is not supp<»s» (l to be sutheieiit proc»f (»f its truth. If you are called 
on by an opjioneni who disputes your })ostulate to defend it, you 
must deduce the j^ostulate itself from a more ultimate one, and 
this procedun* has to lie re|xated until you reach a postulate which 
is "adequate" (U)ic i). that is. which all parties to the discussion 
are willing to admit. (We hear more of this part of the method in 
Rep. vi. 510 -51 1 , where we discover that the ideal goal of the method 
is to {l(*iliice the whok' of science from truths which are strictly 
self-evident, but nulliing is said of this in the PJiaedo.) The most 
important special rule of the method, however, is that, also insisted 
on by Descartes, that a proper order must be observ’ed. We are 
not to raise the question of tlu* truth of a " postulate " itself until 
wc have first discovered exactly what its consequences are. The 

‘ Of course this is said humorously. It is the man who can discourse 
learnedly iibout “ airs " and " waters " — we might say about “ electrons 
and "electric fields" — and yet ignores the distinction iM'tween "cause" and 
" accessor\’ ciMulitions " who is really, from Socrates’ point of view, a^i^r 
ovdh -xpijpa for the work of hard thinking. Later on (oor). Socrates calls 
the method he fell back on a i^fere/w irXory. or " second-lxst " course. As 
the phrase originally refers to taking to the oars when tlie wind prevents 
using the sails, the suggestion b that Socrates' method is "second-best" 
rather in being slower and harder than the slap-dash dogmatism of the physi- 
cists than in leading to inferior results. 
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confusion of these two distinct problems is tlie great error of the 
di'TiXoytKot (loic). In spite of his humorous d(‘preciation of 
his proceeding as that of an amateur, Socrates has evidently, lik( 
Descartes, rellected carefully on tlu* nature of geometrical method, 
and, like him. he is })roposing to intnxluca^ the sanit‘ method into 
scientific inquiry in general. An illustration, he says, may be given 
by considering his own familiar practice of “ postulating " such 
“ forms as “ the good," " beauty," and the rest. lie intends, in 
a few minutes, to show that if this “ postulate " is made, the im- 
mortality of the soul will follow as an implication (loo/;). (Tiien* 
is no question of proving the " postulate " itself, as the whole 
company are ready to concede it.) At this point wc leave the 
autobiographical narrative and pass to an ajqdication of the 
“ postulate " of " forms ” to the theory of causation, which 
is a necessary preliminary to the final argument for immortalit\- 

What Socrates intends to explain is what we have learned from 
Aristotle to call " formal " caiisalitv, hut Ik* has no trchnical 
terminology ready to hand and therefore makes his meaning clear 
by exainph'S. If we ask u /n* something is l)eautiful, we may lx- told 
in one case, “because it has a bright (a)lour,“ in another “because 
it has such-and-such a shajie." 'I'lie point that Socratt's wants t(< 
make is that such answi^rs are insufheient. There must ultimately 
be one single reason why we can j>redicate one and the same char 
acter, beauty, in all these cases. Ha\'ing a briglit colour cannot lx* 
the cause of beauty, since the thing we call beautiful on the strength 
of its shape may not be coloured at all ; h.iving a particular sha|>e 
cannot be the cause of beauty, since we j)ronuunce things which 
have not that shape to be beautiful, on the .strength of their colour, 
and so on. Hence S(;crates says he rejects all these learned ex- 
planations and sticks to the simple one that universally tlie reason 
why anything is beautiful is that “ beauty " is “ present to it," 
or that it “ partakes of " beauty. The thought is that when(‘V(T 
we are justified in asserting the same predicate uni\’ocaily of a 
plurality of logical subjects, the predicate in every casir names one 
and the same “ character." It is these characters which Socrates 
calls " forms." We might call them " univi‘r.sals " if we bear two 
cautions carefully in mind. They are not to be supposed to be 
“ ideas in our minds " or anything of that .sort ; they are realities 
of which we think. Also, as the case of " beauty " is well adapted 
to show, a “ form " may be " present " to a thing in very var3dng 
degrees. A thing may be very beautiful, or it may be only very 
imperfectly beautiful, and it may well be that nothing is super- 
latively and compltdely beautiful. We should also iKJte that the 
precise character of the relation which Socrates calls " presence " 
or " participation " or “ communication " (Kou/on tu) is nowdiere 
explained, and his hesitation about the name for this relation (loo^^) 
may perhaps mean that he feels that there is an unsolved problem 
involved by his " postulate." There obviously is such a problem. 
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We naturally ask c;ur.sclvcs at once what else a particular sensible 
thing is, besides being a complex of "forms" or "characters." 
As far as the Pliacdo goes, we are not told that the thing is any more 
than a " bundle of universals." The attempt to say what else it 
is has played a prominent part in later philosophy. Plato’s answer 
has to V)e collected with ditTiculty from Aristothi's scattered notices 
of his informal oral discourses. Aristotle and the mediaeval 
Aristotelians tried to answer the same (luestion by their doctrine 
of " matter " and " form," Scot us by the difficult doctrine of 
haccceitas. But then* is no evidence that Socrates had any answer 
to the diriiculty. '1 lie immediate point is simply that if we admit 
the existence of " forms." we must say in every case that the 
" cause " or " reason " why a predicate /i can be asserted of a 
tiling a is that a correspionding " form " B " is present " to a, or 
that " partakes of " the " form " B. How it has come to do so 
is a different question, and we must not suffer ourselves to be led 
away on a false trail. (The question is, c.g., “ Why is this thing now 
beautiful ? What do 1 mean by calling it so ? not, What had to 
be doni' to it IxTore I could call it so r' ) ^ 

We might soiin here to have lost sight of the insistt nee on 
teleology which had marked Socrates’ comments on Anaxagoras, 
hut there i.s really a close connexion between " end " and " formal 
raust'." as Aristotle was to show at length. 'I o say that the primary 
|)n)hlem is always to explain what a thing is l)y n ference to its 
■* form " carries the implication that we have to ( xplain the origins 
and rudimentary phases of things by what the tilings are, when they 
arc at last there, not to explain what they are by discoursing on 
their origins, and this is precisely what we mean by taking a 
" teleological " |)oint of view. But it would take us too far away 
from the Phaedo to discuss the full implications of such teleology. ^ 

At the point we have reached, the narrative of Phaedo is once 
more broken in order that lichecrates, as a mathematician, may 
express his high approval of Socrates’ doctrine of method (which, in 
fact, is pretty plainlv insjnred by the example of Zeno in his famous 
polemic, the point of which was to show that there must be some- 
thing amiss with the " jK)slulates " of the early I'ythagorean 

^ The importance uf Socrates’ warning against substituting some other 
piohlcm for that of the formal cause is well illustrated by the perpt^tual 
(onfu.sion in our own times l>ctwccii explaining what a thing is and theorizing 
about its origin. Thus wc are incessantly being oflcred speculations alxmt the 
way in which morality or religion or art may have originated as if they were 
answers to the quest i(>n what art or religion or morality is. 

® One obvious implication may just be mentioned. As the earlier stages in 
(•ur own life can only be fully explained in the light of what we were then 
going to be, so to explain a man's life as a whole we need to kmnv nt>t only 
what he is now, but what he may yet grow to be. Thus the problem of our 
ultimate destiny is strictly relevant to the ethical problem proper, on what 
principles we ought to regulate our present conduct. It is idle to say that it 
“ makes no difference to ethics ” whether the soul is immortal. It ought to 
make all the diftcrence. just as it makes all the difference to the rules of the 
nursery that babies do not remain babies 
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geometers, since they could be shown to lead to pairs of contra- 
dictory implications). We then embark formally on the 

(c) Third (and Final) Proof of Immortality (102^-107^). — 
The “ forms " had entered incidentally into l)oth the proposed 
proofs which have been already examined. In this final proof we 
are offered a direct deduction of immortality from the fundaiTH'ntal 
postulate that the “ forms exist. 'J'his marks tlu* argument as 
intended to be the climax of the whole reasoning, sinct' the proof, if 
successful, must be recognized as complete by Cel u s or any oni‘ 
else who regards the reality of the “ forms " as tht' basis of his 
whole philosophy. 

We liave, in the first place, to stipulate for an unusual accuracy 
of expression which is necessary if we are to avoid fallacy. W(‘ 
commonly speak, for example, of one man as taller or shorter than 
another. We say Simrnias is taller than Socratt'> but not so tall as 
Phaedo. On the face of it this looks as though we wen* calling 
Simrnias at once tall and short, and therefoiv asserting the simul- 
taneous presence in him of two " opj)osed " Forms. But all wt* 
really mean is that Simmias happens to be relatively taller than 
Socrates and shorter than Phaedo. It is not “ in \’irtue of being 
Simmias'’ {en sa Ljualitc dc Simmias) that tlu'se things can be pre- 
dicated of him. The distinction here* Uikvn is that l)etweeii essential 
and accidental predication since made familiar to us all by .*\ristott‘liaii 
logic. (.)r, in scholastic termiiKdogy, it is the distinction betwe<‘n 
an intrinsic and an extrinsic denomination, 'fhe })oint has to be 
made, because the force of the argument now to he pr(»duced de}>ends 
on the fact that it deals entiivly with essential })redication. 

This b(*ing f)remi>ed, we may g«) on to assert (a) that not only 
will no “ form." c.g. magnitude, combine with an f)pj>osed " form," 
but further, " the magnitude in us will nev<T admit the small " 
(lozd). Tliat is, not only can wt* dismiss at once as false such 
assertions as that " virtue is vice," “ unity is plurality," but we 
can also (‘qually dismiss any ])roposition in which a subject, other 
than a " form," of which that form is essentially predicated, is 
qualified by a ])redicate opposed to that which attaches to it 
essentially in virtue of the " form " under consideration, 'rims, if 
" shortness " were an essential predicate of Socrat(*s, we could say 
that " Socrates is tall " must be false ; it is only because a given 
stature is an " accident " of Socrates that it is possible to say of him 
at one date that he is short, but at another (when he has grown) 
that he is " tall." (Or to take an example which perhaps illustrates 
the point even better, not only is it absurd to say that virtue itself 
is vice, it would also be absurd to say " the virtues of the old pagans 
were splendid vices," if we meant such a phrase as anything more* 
than a rhetorical exaggeration.) When a " form " opposite to that 
which is essential to a certain thing " advances " to " occupy " the 
thing, the original " form " cannot subsist side by side with its 
rival in joint occupation of tlie ground. It must either " beat its 
retreat " (v7r€K)(u}f)€tu) or be " annihilated " (d7roXo)AcVai). ('bhe 
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metaphors, including that indicated in the last phrase. fi7roXo>AcVa(. 
are all military.) And this statement is quite consistent with that 
of o\ii first “ ])roof " about the generation of " opposites " from on<* 
;uioth(T. l''or we. were talking then about “ opposite things ” 
{TTfuly^uTa), and meant that a thing which becomes cool must 
have been warm, a thing which becomes big must have bf‘cn small. 
Now we an; talking alxnit the predicates or characters oi the things, 
and nuf.ui that hot does not l)ecome cold nor cold hot. The two 
f)ositions an‘ thus fully comj>alil)le witli each other (103/y). 

((i) We can mak<‘ a further assertion which will conduct u^ 
-«traight to thr con('ln>ion we w.ant. 'I'here are certain things 
which ar(‘ not tlieinx-lvt s " fornn," Init of which {>articipation in 
a given form i> an oM-ntial char<i('.ter. 'thus fire is not “ warmth 
nor is snow " ((^Id.” I Jut fire will ncd " admit " the form " cold.*' 
nor snow the form " warmth.” hire is never cool nor snow hot. 
As W(.‘ s<aid alread\’, when ” c^dd " attempts to ” occuj)y ” fire, or 
heat to ” occup\' ” snow, an essential ciiaracter of tie/ thing must 
either ” withdraw ” or be “ annihilated,” and in either ca^e tlu.; 
thing, the tiir or the snow, i'^ no longer the thing it wa>. Hut we 
inav now ad<l that in ca.^*-." like that of lire and snr)w, when each 
of a p.iii'of sul)jrct> ha> predi'atrd of it csscnfijlly “participation ” 
in a form “ opprjsite ” t<» ora- in which tlx* other innnbrr of the pair 
esscniiiillv particip»ites. tlie same thing will occur. Thus ” cold 
is esseiitiallv pre<lic.ited of snow and “ hot ” <.‘f fire. And wc may 
s<iy mu onl\' tlu* >now will “ retire ” or be “ anniliilated ” rather 
than allow itself to l.)e “ occupi<*d ” by heat, but further that snow 
will not abide the “ advancr “ <d fin*. It melts and ceases to be 
snow when you ex|«o>r it to lirr. 1 1 }n> is a case of the alternative 
of “annihilation." fix- six»w. .>>0 to >ay, all(j\ss itself to be “cut 
up ” in defence of its “ position ” when the forces of the fire make 
their onslaught.) So again the miinlH'r “three" is luu the same 
thing as “ the odd," or “ otiil number." .since ilx re are many otlier 
odd numbers, l>ut it “ piirticipates ” cssiuiially in the “ form ” odd. 
(It is true that “ thre(’ ” and the o{]u r numbers, unlike fire and 
snow, an* also themst*lves spoken of fret Iv in this and otlx/r dialogues 
as “ forms,” but Socrates makes no difficulty about treating the 
“ jxirticipation ” of a sensible thing in a “ form ” and the “ participa- 
tion ” of one “ form ” in another as examjdes of the same relation. 
As we might put it in the terminology of modem “ logistic,” he 
does not (liseriuiinate between the relation of an individual to a 
(lass, and the relation of total inclusion between one class and 
another.) (Anistajiiently “ wliatever is occupied ” by the “ form ” 
three is also “occupied” by the accompanying “form” odd ; the 
cardinal number of every “ triplet ” is an odd intiger. Hence no 
triplet will allow itstdf to be “ occupied ” by the “ form ” even 
numb(*r. You cannot make an even triplet (c.g., when a man’s 
fourth child is born, the class “ children of So-and-so ” does not 
Ixxorne an even triplet ; it ceases to be a triplet as well as to be 
"odd.” This is an example of the alternative of “ withdrawal ” 
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or retreat,” since ” oddness ” is not, like low or high temperature, 
a character which can be “destroyed.” The whoh^ “ iini\x*rse ” 
might conceivably be reduced to a uniform low temptTatiire, but 
not the number-series to a scries with all its terms even.) 

We now apply these results to the case of the soul. Idfe is a 
necessary concomitant of the j)resence of a soul, as illness is of the 
presence of fever, or heat of the presence of fire. A soul always 
brings life with it to any body in which it is present. Now then' 
is an “ op[):)site ” to lift*, namely, drath. Hence we may say that 
a soul will never allow itself to be occupied by the opposite of 
the character it always carries with itself. That is, lift' may be 
essentially predicated of the soul and thendore death can never be 
predicated of it. Thus the soul is, in the literal st-nsi* of tht' word. 
” undying “ (d6^araros) : that is. the jdirase ” a dt'ad soul ” would 
be a contradictio in adjccio. So much has now been actually de- 
monstrated (ro5cj. 

Of course this does not take us the wholt' of the wav we wi.sh to 
go. What has been ” dt'inonstratetl.” and would probably not he 
denied by anyone, is that, properlv spt'aking, “death ” i> a process 
which belongs to the bodily organism. It is the l>ody which die>. 
speaking strictly, not its “ mind.” Ihit to })rove that then' is no 
such thing as a “ dead .soul.” though then* are dead bodies, does 
not prove that the soul continu<‘N to liv<‘ after the body has dit'd, 
and Socrates is well aw<ire of this. 1 1 is demonstration, on his own 
admission, le<ives us with an alternative : sinc«‘ “ dead ” (ainnot be 
predicated of a soul, the soul must either be annihilated or must 
“retire ” when the body dies. Socrates’ faith is that the second 
member of the alternative is correct, but tlu^ emphatic “ so much 
has been demonstrated ” of 105c 8 s^*eins to show that, when all 
is said, this remains for him an article of faith, not a d(‘monstratt*d 
proposition of science. Our de('ision between the two alternatives 
will depend on the question whether the soul is not only “ undying ” 
but “ imperishable ” {dno\€ 0 f)(}<;). if it is, then we may safelv 
.say that what befalls it at death is mtTely “ withdrawal elsewhere.” 
He is not actually called on to .argue this fresh point, since his 
auditors at once assert their conviction that if what i.s “ undying ” 
is not imperishable, nothing can be supposed to be so, wliereas 
there are, in fact, imperishablcs, such as God, and “ the form of 
life.” Thus, in the end, the imperishalulity of the soul is accepted 
as a consequence of the standing conviction of all Greek religion 
that TO dOilviLTov =To Ouol' — TO lufyOapTov. It is the soul’s “ divinity ’ 
which is, in the last resort, the ground for the hope of immortality, 
and the divinity of tlie soul is a postulate of a reasonable faith 
which the dialogue never attempts to “demonstrate.” The last 
word of Socrates himself on the value of his demonstration is that its 
“ primary postulates ” (i.e. the “ forms ” and the divinity of the soul) 
really demand further examination (loyb 5). 

The Practical Blaring of the Discussion (io7c~io8c). — 
This brings us to the real moral of the dialogue. As w^e have 
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just seen, even if \vt: art; satisfied with the deduction of iinrnortalitv 
from tlie doctrim- of “ forms,” tliat doctrine itself is a ]»ostulate which 
is not exempt from reconsideration. Jhit th(‘ mere admission that 
the hope of immortality is not irrational has a profound si^^nirK:an(:(‘ 
for the conduct of life. It ft)llows that th<‘ ” tendance of the soul ” 
is inconijiarablv the mr)>t serious of human intt rests, and the danger 
of neglecting this ” tendance ” the most awful to which we can 
('X])ose oursel\’(‘s. If d<-ath ends all. it ina\’ not matter so much 
what sort of soul .i man has, since, in a few vears, hi^ wickc'dness 
will t'lul with his life. fJut if the soul livt-s for ever, it takes with 
It into tin unseen world nothing hut its own intrinsic charaett r for 
good or e\‘il. and its unending future dej>t nds ()n that, d his is 
really wli.it the ( )rphic storii s about the jiuignauit of the dead 
should t< a( li U-. ( In tiie character we bring with us into the unseen 

world, oiii lonipaiiN* there will d(‘])end. and our happiness and 
misery will de})end on our (oinjianv. As in the (lorcjas and Ju- 
f^nhlic, the hoju- of mimori.dit\' is thus Used for a metral piirpos* . 
The wdue of faith in it is that it drives home the questieai what 
manner <T men w« Mught t(* be. if there is an e ndless future before 
Un. and thus iiiN’e-t" the ( hoice for moral gowd and e\'il with an 
;t\s'ful iuiporiaiu e it W(.uM otlu rwise not ha\ e ' PhaeJu 107c ; Rep. 
oo,s/', (/. J’lato enlarges on the .'-aiue theme on his own 

act oiint at /.aa .s, <^>5/ ). In the end, for .^oerdtes and Idato, 

no less than for K tut. irnmort;dity is a postulate of the “ practical 
us(‘ < if *‘reas< III . ' ^ 

I do not j>iopo>e to make this chajner longer by dwelling eifiiep 
on the impres'i\e myth in which Plato fits an imaginative* piett 
of the future lot of the viituons and the vicuous into a framewor 
supplied jiarlh' hv a S(. heme of asironoiu\’ which seems to he Pytha- 
gorean. and |>ossii>lv. as the admiring cuminent of Simmias at loq^/ 
suggests, dui* to Pliilolaus, and subterranean geography which 
inanifi'stly comes from lunjH-docles. or on the famous dcscrij'ition 
of the last earthly moiiunls of Socrates. 1 must be contimt lo 
refer the reader to Purnet’s commeiUaiy, ami, for a study of the 
influence of the picture on later eschatology, to Professor J. A. 
Stewart’s Myths of Phiio. It is useless to discuss the question 
liow' much in these myths of the unseen represents a genuine ” extra- 
heli(T ” of either Socrates or Plato, and how* nuicli is conscious 
” symbolism.” Probably neither philosopher could have answ’cred 
the (juestion liimself. Hut we must Ix-ar in mind that Socrates 
regularly accompanies tliese stories with the warning (e.g. Phacdo. 
\ij\d) that no man of sense wimld put much conhckncc in the 
details, and that the one thing of serious moim nt is that wv should 

* If thi‘ question is asked wlietlier the faith defended in the Pkaecio is a 
belic'f in “ immortality, I can only reply that, tin nigh the language 

of })hiloso)diers was not to acipiirc a word for “ personality " for many 
centuries, the faith of Socrates is a belief in the immortality of his ^^i^d 

by his be means the seat or of all we call “ personal character,” 

and nothing else. ” I'endanre of the soul ” is preci.sely what we call the 
development of '* moral personality.” 
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live as befits men who are looking for a city that does not yet appear, 
and that the real object of “ tending the soul is to make us tit for 
citizenship in the eternal [Phacdo, 115^). From the historical 
point of view, the supremely interesting feature of this particular 
myth is that it is an attempt to get into one picture the Hat earth 
of the old Ionian science and the spherical earth of the Pythagoreans, 
as Burni‘t notes. This is done by imagining the sphere of the earth 
to be of enormous magnitude and to contain a number of shallow 
depressions like that of the Mediterranean Fach of these de- 
pressions will look very much like the Hat earth of Anaximenes or 
Anaxagoras or Democritus. As Burnet says, some such recon- 
ciliation of the two cosmographies may have suggested itself at 
Athens in the middle of the fifth ceaitiiry to some one ; it would 
be absurd to suppose* that it could ever have been entertained by 
contemporaries of Plato. 


vSoe further : 

Burnet. — Platf's Phacdo 'Oxford, 1013); Greek Philosophy, 
Part /., ( hapters IX.-X. 

J^iTTEK. C. — Pi lton, 1. 5 - 5-^0. 

Raedei^ II . — lUdtons philosophi:>Jie lintincheiuni^, lOS-iSi. 

Natore, P. — Pldtons Idcenlehre. liO-iOj. 

Stewakt, J. A. Myths of P!dt->. 77-11*1 [I he Phard^' Myth): 
Pldt'/^ PoiintiC of Idid , yt 47 . 

Note, — I’lulareh's essay de S^icfdtL'^ is ndi in inlnesting 

traditions about Siniiiiias iuid the I'vthagorrans .it Tlu'bes. It di‘- 
scrilK*s Pi'lopidas and liis fellow-conspirators, who recaptured tlu^ 
citadel of Thebes from tlie Sjiartans in 370, as meeting for th(*ir eiiterr- 
priscin thchouseof Siminias. Plutarch, as a Boeotian, was well informed 
on Theban matters and hi.s story presum.ibly has Iiistorical foundations. 



CHAPTER IX 


THE SYMPOSIIM 

T he Sy}}tfyos{i(}}i jx rliaps the ino>t hrillinnt of all Plato’s 
acliiewnients as a tlranialic arli.-t ; perhaps for that very 
reason, it has l.)een worse inisiin(ier>to<jd than any other of 
his writin.L^s. 1-lven in its own day it was a])parently quite niis- 
aj^prehenried by Xenophr»n, if one may judge by the tone of the very 
inferior imitation of it in Ins own piece of th(‘ same name. Xenophon 
was led by the form of tlie dialogue to suppose tliat it is meant to 
(h*al with the srxual passion ami to \ni against it a Symposium of 
his own, which Ikk as its climax a eulogy of the pleasures of married 
life. Our (jwn and the last gein raticm, with tht* poison of Romanti- 
cism in their vrins. have gone farther and di>co\s red that the diahsgiie 
anticipate s William Hlakc*’s “ ]>rophecies ” by linding the key to tlie 
universe in the fact of sex. This means that such readers have 
sought tile teaching of the Symposium in the first instance in the 
Ixabelaisian ]xirody of a cosmog(»ny ])Ut very appropriatt ly into 
the mouth of Aristo[dKines. 'i he vt ry fact that this famous speech 
is given to the great should, of course, have proved to 

an intelligent reader that the whole tale of the bi-sexual creatures 
is a piece of gracious Paniagruelism, and that Plato’s serious purpose 
must be looked for elsewhere. Similarly, it is more from the^vw/- 
pusium than from any other source that soul-sick “ romanticists ” 
have drawn their ghjrification of the very un-Platonic thing they 
havt‘ named “ pLitonic love,” a topic on wliich there is not a word 
in this or any other writing of Plato. We must resolutely put 
fancies like these out of our heads from the first if we mean to 
understand what the real theme of the dialogue is. \\‘e must 
remember that Eros, in wliose honour the sjx‘eches of the dialogue 
are delivered, was a cosmogonic tigure whose signihcance is hope- 
lessly obscured by mere identitication with the principle of “ sex.” 
We must also remember that the scene is a festive one, and that 
the tone of most of the speeches is consequently more than half 
playful, and rightly so, as the gaiety of the company is meant to 
set off by contrast the high seriousness of the discourse of Socrates. 
It is there that we are to find Plato’s deepest meaning, and when 
we come to that speech we shall find that the ” love ” of wliich he 
speaks the praises is one which has left sexuality far behind, an 
amor mysticus which finds its nearest modern counterpart in the 
writers wlio have employed the imagery of Canticles to set forth 
the love of the soul for its Creator. 

sot 
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In form the dialogue is an indirectly rc‘|)()rted drama. The 
actual narrator, Apiollodorus of Plialcrum, a friend of Socrates (who 
is mentioned at ApoL 38/^ as one of the persons who offerc'd to give 
security for a fine of thirty minae, and at Phacdo i\yd as hreaking 
into hysterical ti'ars wlu'ii Socrates drained tlie hemlock, and again 
by Xenophon as a constant attendant on th(‘ niastt r, at Mcni. iii. 
II, 17), repeats to some friends the story of tlu? l)aii(}uet luld in 
honour of the first tragic victory of th(‘ jxu't: Ag.ithon. A|)ollo- 
dorus is too young to have been present, but had tlu* stor\' dir<Tt 
from an ('Vewit Aristodenius, of the deme Cydat henaeum. 
apparently the same ihtsou as the Aristodenius whom Xenophon 
makes Socrates take to task (Mim. i. i. .4) for his luglfct of j)nblir 
worship. The time of narration is suppost'd to l)e “ a go<xi numbi r 
of years ” (1726') after Agatlu)n's nuireinent from Atlir-ns. When 
that was we do not know, except that it was after the production 
of Aristophanes' ThesmophoriazHSue (41 1) and before that of the 
Fro^s (405). so that tin* actual narration must be sup|H)sed to be given 
some time in the last few years of the fifth centurw The real object 
of introducing all these particulars seians to be to remind us that 
Plato hiins^'lt could not have been present at the i^aiujiiet, and 
does not tlierefore pr(‘t(‘nd to guarantee the historical accurac}’ ol 
tlic narrative in detail. 

It is more interesting to remark the careful way in which th-’ 
spirit of the time is ke})t u]i in tht‘ account of the banquet itself. 
Not only is tla* occasion itself, tie* first ]>ul)lie victory of a new poet, 
a festive fua', but the y(Mr is one, in which the temper of \hv Imptaial 
city itself was exceptionally joyous and high, d he date is only a 
few months before the sailing of the great Armada \s'hich was 
confidently expected to make tlu* coiupiest of Sicily a mere stejiping- 
stone to unlimited expansion, possibly to the concjuest of ('arlhage 
(Thuc. vi. 15) ; the extraordinary tone of vApi^ characteristic of 
AlcibiaT.’S in the dialogue becomes much more oxj)licai)le when wt‘ 
remember that at the mr>ment of speaking he was the commander- 
designate of such an enterprise and drunk with the ambitions 
d'hucydides ascribes to him (juite as much as with wine. \\ v not(‘ 
that Aristophanes also is depicted as he must have been at the height 
of his powers, when the Birds and the Lysistrata wen* yet to b(‘ 
written, not as the broken man, whom Plato might have known 
personally, who could sink to the tiresoiiKi dirtiness of the 
Ecclesiazusae. In a few months* time the whole situation was 
changc'd by the scandal about the Hermat^ and the profanation 
of the mysteries ; Alcibiadc‘S was an exile at S]xirta, bent on ruining 
the city which had disgraced him. and there is good reason to think 
that at least two other speakers in our dialogue (Pryximachus and 
Phaedrus) were badly implicated in the same afiair.* I'or the 
^7^x0? itself, the year may be said to have been the crisis of its fate. 
It had stak(‘d its all on a great aggressive bid for Wiltniacht and the 
bid failed. The city never recovered tin* loss of men and inat(‘rial ; 
• tlie evidence see laiinet, Gree/i Philo^<>l>hy, Part 190-191. 
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the commander iA whom slie had made a deadly enemy was the 
man wlio taught the thick-witted Spartans where to deal her the 
wound which would, in the end, prove fatal. It is part of Plato’s 
consummate art that Ik? liints at nothing of this. He fixes the 
mood of the time and (jf tlie man of tlu? time, ' llowii with insolence 
and wine," with complete objectivity and without after-thought, 
as a backgrf>imd to set oft the figure of " philosophy " incarnated in 
Socrates.^ 

Introduction {ijza - Aristodemiis, then, n lated tliat, 

tlie day t'lfter Agat lion’s victory, he met Socrates in \Tr\' unusual 
*' festal array," on his way to Agathon’s dinner-party and accepted 
his proposal to join him. ( )n the way Socrates fell into one of his 
ecstasies and left his corntianion to enter Agathon's house, where 
he was warmly welcomed, alone. Agatlion knew enough of 
Socrates’ habits not to ])e startled by learning that he was standing 
" tranc(*d " in the doorway of the nt‘Xt h(»use. He did not make 
his aj^pearance until dinner was half over, wleai he took liis seat 
by Agathon in the gayest of hniiKnirs. When tie* dinner was 
finished, the jxiriy res(»lved. on tlie advice of the pliy-ician Eryxi- 
machus, that then' should be no enfoicni deep " potting " and no 
flute-playing. 'I'liey would eiit^'rtain tliem>elves. as seiibible men 
should, witii discourses. Phaedrtis. another member of the party, 
had often remarked on the singular fact that though so many 
persons and things lia\'e been maile subi<. cts (d t'ulogy, no one has 
as yet made an adecjiiale eul<*gv of faaK.- It would be a g^>od way 
of sjxmding the e\'eniiig if ea('h iiuTub'T of the party would deliver 
such a eulogy, bt'ginning with Phaedrtis, as the source of the pro- 
posal. Socrates fell iii at once with tht* suggestion which, he 
declared, suited him admirably, as the " science of love " was the 
only science he ]H)S.sessed. 

The main object (»f this little introduction is plainly to call our 
attention to a marked feature in the charaett r of Socrates. He is at 
heart a mystic and there is something " other-world! v ’ about him. 
We sliall hear a great deal more about this later on from Alcibiades 
when he describes SocraU's' long " rapt " in the trenches before 
Potidaea, an exixTienre which may have had a great significance 

* I do not think it necessary, with Mr. R. G. Bury, to look for any hidden 

meaning in the n ffiences made by Apollod(^rus to a less accurate narrative of 
the scene given by a certain Phoenix. '1 lu-se touches are intended merely to 
suggest that tlie incidents had aroused a good deal of interest and been much 
talked about. I do not believe that there is any reason to suppose that 
Plato is replying to charges made in the KaraT?-)u.na 5 of Polycrates 

anywhere in our dialogue. If he hail tlone so, W'e should j)robably have learned 
something alxiut the matter from Xenophon or from the .*1 of Lib- 

anius (which shows signs of a knowledge of Polycrates' pampliletV 

* Mr. Ihiry naturally reminds us that there is a chorus about Pros in the 

Anti^ofie and another in the II Ibit the ode of the i-Si 

Sop deals with the ruin and havoc Pros causes and the crimes to which he 
proinj^ts even “ tlie just,” That of the H ipf^olytus (5-25 3^.4^ is similarly a 
prayer a-^unst his ” tyrannical ” violence. Neither can be called a eulogy. 
Cf. E B(‘\an, flcllttusm and Christianity, pp. 93 fi. 
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for his mission.” A minor experience of the same kind is intro- 
duced at till' outset to prepare us for this narrative' and for the high 
” other-worldliness ” of Socrates’ own discourse on hh*os. But, 
as with other great mystics, Socrates’ other-woiidIin(*ss is compatible 
with being a ” man of the world ” in the best sense and knowing 
how to adapt himself readily to the mood of the gayest of com- 
panies. (It is worth noting that tlu' biographers of tin* fervent 
” ecstatic ” St. Francis X.ivier dwell on precisely the same com- 
bination of (piilities as part of the secret of his inlliience ov(*r 
company of evt-rv kind, and that Xavier himself, in his instructions 
to his rempla'.;ants, lays almost as much stress on tlie importanci* of 
knowing how to win men by being ” good coinj)any ” as on that of 
intense secret devotion.) 

Sf^tech of PIi(it\h‘os (i jSa - i6o/;). - Phaedriis i.^ known to us 
chiefly from tht* part he plays in the dialogue called after him. 
where he appears as an amateur f>f rhetoric and a fervid admirer 
of the fashionable stylist of the moment, I.y>i.is. in contradistinction 
to Socrati's. who regards Ly>ias as intellectualK' inferior to the, as 
yet, little known Isocrates. Socrates is made to sav of him there 
{Phaednis, J42//) that he ha< lieeii the cause of more " disc'ourst's,” 
either by delivaring them himself or being the occasion of their 
delivery by other mm. than any living yMTson, if we leave Simmias 
of Thebes out of account. If we may trust the list of names in- 
serted in Andocides i. 15, lu.' wa> among the persons ac(ai>ed, a h-w 
months after .Agathon’s dinner, of having ” j^rofaned the mysteries " 
(unless, though this is not so likely, the reference' is to some otle-r 
Phaedrus). In Lysias xix. 15 he is said to have fallen into poverty, 
but ” not tlirough vicious coursits.” 'I here i-. a well known epigram 
in the Antholoi^y, ascribed to Plato, which makes him an ip<ufiiyoK of 
the author, but, since Idiaedrus was a man in 416 when Plato was 
a small boy, this is chronologically impossible.* 

The speech of Phaedrus is properly made jejune and common- 
place, fcjr a double reason. As a point of art, it is nect'ssary to 
begin with the relatively tame and commonplace in ortler to lead 
up by a proper crcsccudo to the climax to be reached in the discourse 
of Socrates. .And the triviality and vmlgar morality of the dis- 
course is in keeping with the cliaracter of the spi'aki'r as depicted 
for us in thf‘ Phaedrus. Phaedrus understands by ICros sexual 
passion, and particularly passion of this kind bed ween two persons 
of the same sex. At .Athens these relations W(*n' regard(*d as 
disgraceful both by law^ and, as the next s{)eaker in our dialogue 
will remind us, by general opinion, but literature shows that they 

^ Of course the Ph<aeclnis of the epigram iniKht lx.* another person. Hut 
when we find Agathon and Phaedrus figuring in an X6705 by Plato 

<tnd also appearing as in epigrams asrrilx'd to Plato, it is surely most 

likely that the epigrams were cf»nij)os(.*d and fathered on Plato by some later 
author who had read the Sym/^asium and forgotten that it is Socrates and 
not Plato who poses jdayfully there ;ls an 

* For the attitude of Attic law to naidepaarLa, tlie great source of informa- 
tion is the speech of Aeschines agaiirst l imarchus. 
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were in fact ciiltivatod particularly by the '* upper classes as 
part of the general craze for imitation of Sparta. It is important 
to remember that all such aberrations were strcaigly disapproved 
by th(‘ viri Socratici. present dialogiK' and the Phacdrus are 

complet(‘ evid<‘nci' for the theory and practice of Socrates ; Plato’s 
attitude in the LacC’s i< the same. At LcruS 636/j it is made a 
sp-cial reproach to Sparta to have set an exampli^ of such “corrup- 
tions,” and their compk^te suppression in a really moral society is 
taken as a matter <jf course at S.j XeiH»phon's attitude is the 

same. 

1 hr argummt of th(^ speech that Pros is rntitk d to honour 
on two grounds - (rt) his nohiesse, as f>roved by his antirjuity. and 
(//) the advantagrs h(‘ bestows on us. 'I'hr first jx)int is establishrd 
bv an a])]H'al to Hesiod and th(* cosmogoni>ts genendlv. who prr- 
suppose I'h'os the impulsr to grneration — as an caiginal lirst 
principle of tin* univriM\ It is brought in as a regular corrimon- 
])lace (jf encomiasts, who are f(nKi of dwelling on the “ pedigree ” of 
thfir hero. (SocraO-s regardt'd this pridr of l.)irth as ])ure vanit\' 
as he tells us at Tht'ucfti. wliere he criticjz(‘S the common 

run of pant gyri-ts on this gn»und.) The second point is su]»p>osed 
to b«‘ proved by tlie argument that “ l<»ve “ is the rno.-t powt rful of 
inriteiiunts to ambitit>n. A lover will do anything and endure 
anything to win the admiration of his “ beloved ” and avoid dis- 
gracing himself in hi-' ( yes. (Note th* n that Phaedrus lias no 
conception of any " good ” surpassing that of the “ k.iver of 
honours.") Ilenc(' an arinv (»f " lovers.” if one could be raised, 
would be iiiviiK ible. In short, the go at s* r\dce which Eros renders 
to men i'*' tliat he inspire> them with /ow.? ("prowess”). (I'his 
was. in fact, exactly the* view tak(n in spartan and other Dorian 
communities, where* ” homo-sexual l(»vc* ” in its ccsirsest form was 
( iK'ouragc'd because it was lu lieved to contribute* to military 
"chivalry.”-) '1 he point is illustrated by the cases of Alcestis 
who died for her ” love* " .Adnu'tus, and .Xchilles who die d for his 
" lover ” Patroclus. Heaven rewarded this devotieni b\' restoring 
Alcestis to life ^ and translating Achilles to the " isk's of the blest.” 
( )rpht'us, a mere* " chicken-hearle el " musician, was not alk^wed 
to re*cov(*r his Eurydict . In cause* h<' had not the " ]ihick " to 
die for her but sneaked down to the house of Hades without 
dying. In substance, then, the speceh sim])]y amounts to a 
defence of an unnatural practice on the ]>iea of its inilitarv’ 
value. It is an apologia for the tlu'ory and ]>ractice of Sparta. 

^ 1 best* consider. It ions slunv th.it wo must not put a gross inte.‘rpretation 
on tlu‘ parsing loniark of Socrates at Fef\ ^e-vSr. ’i ho rohaonco i.s moroly to 
innoK iit marks of attoction and admiration which Iho younger people are to 
show to the brave soldier, and is half ]da\ ful in tone, 

* On this aspect of the subject see in particular the instructive article of 
Hethe hrs Museum, Ixii. 4 cS if.). 

^ Symp. I’jiih. Apart from the ])lay of Iniripides. which i’haedrus prob- 
ably has in his mind, this is the lust reference in extant Cireek literature to 
the famous story 

8 
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In manner it is a poor and inadroit encomium " of a common- 
place type.^ 

Speech of Pausanias (180C-185C). — Pausanias is virtually an 
unknown figure to us. He appears also in the Protagoras (the 
supposed date of which must be roughly some twenty years before 
416), in company with Agathon, then a more stripling, and Socrates 
is there made to say playfully that he should not be surprised if 
the pair are “ lovers {Prot. 31 5^). Xenophon has dutifully 
worked him in in his own imitation of the Symposium (viii. 32). 
where he is said to be the “ lover of the poet Agathon " and to have 
“ defended homo-sexual vice."' - This, however, is mendy a Platonic 
reminiscence. Xenophon has taken the remark of Socrates in tfie 
Protagoras with dull literal lU'SS and gone on to attribute to Pausanias 
the remark about an “ army of lovers " actually made in our 
dialogue by Phaedrus. 

rhe speech of Pausanias, unlike that of Phaedrus, really does 
attempt to take account of specifically Athenian moral sentiment, 
and is much more elaborately worked out in point (.)f form. He is 
dissatisfied with Phaedrus on moral grounds, because he has drawn 
no distinction between worthy and criminal “ love.” The dis- 
tinction is even prefigured in mythology, which n‘Cognizes a differ- 
ence between a ” heavenly ” Aphrodite, daughter of Uranus without 
any moth»:r. and a ” vulgar ” (7rai'8r;/zos) Aphroditi\ daughter of 
Zeus and Dione. Since A]>hrodite is the mother of ICros, we must 
consequently distinguish between a ” heavenly ” and an (‘arthly 
or ” vulgar ” Eros, fhe one is admirable, the other not. In fact — 
.so far Pausanias agrees with Socratic ethics — there is a right and a 
wrong in all human activities, and cons(‘quently there must be a 
right and a wrong way of ” being in love.” 

The ” low ” form of love has two characteristics : (i) its object 
may be of either sex, and (2) what it loves in that object is the body 
rather than the soul, and this is why the vulgar lover prefers his 
beloved to be empty-headed (aror/n>?) and therefore an easy 
quarry. The ” heavenly ” love is all masculiiK* in his composition. 
The object of this love is therefore always male and the passion is 
free from ” grossness ” {vlipis). It is directed not on the young 
and pretty but on an object just on the verge of manhood, a person 
whose character promises assured lifelong friendship. 

To this distinction corresponds the apparently sc'lf-conlra- 
dictory character of the Attic ” use and wont ” in respect of Pros. 
In some communiti(‘S, such as Elis and Boeotia, the ” vuilgar ” and 
the more refined Eros are bf)th permitted, in the Ionian citi(*s both 
are regardt-d as disgraceful. This is because Eleans and Boeotians 

^ Cf. Piiry, Sympry^ium, p. xxv, l^ut he is unjust to tl»e " sophists " in 
.suggesting that it is a fair spft imen of their performances, and 1 think he 
would be nearer tlic mark if he had said that the moral standpoint of the 
speech is that of an Jivcrage Spartan, than he is in speaking of “ the average 
citizen " of Athens. 

* l or an )ther clear echo of our fiialogue, cp. Xen op. cit. ii, 36 with 
Symp 19SC 3. There are plenty of others. 
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are dull and stupid ; lonians have been inured to slavish conformity 
to institutions which serve the purposes of their Persian masters, 
h^ros, philosophy, bodily culture, are all discouraged by the Persians 
as iniluences unfavourable to acquiescence; in despotism. At 
.Athens and Sparta (this last statement can hardly bt* strictly true) 
social custom is not so simple. rs<; and wont are divided ; public 
opinion " lovt's a lover " and sympathizes with all his extravagances, 
but thf young, on the otluT hand, are ex])ected to resist his advances 
and ])romises, and parents and relatives take all possible care to 
])rot(‘ct their charges against th(*m. (Just as in a " romantic 
society it is tliought honourable in a man to j)ractis(' "gallantry," 
but th(‘ i)oint of h inale honour to b(‘ " cruel " to the gallant.) Tht* 
rxplanatiou of this apparent contradiction is that the difficulties 
put in the way of the " lov(‘r " are intended to make it certain that he 
loves with tht‘ higher and celestial kind of Pros, directed to tla^ soul, 
and that the “beloved" is won not by the wealth or social posi- 
tion of tla* lovrr but by his genuine “ goodness " and “ intelligt.nce." 

In soiui* respc'cts the sjxatch is morally on a higher level than 
that of Phaedrus. It is a real contribution to the discussion to 
introduce as fundamental the distinction between a nobk* and an 
ignobk' “ lov('.’’ And Pausanias is so far following a right instinct 
when he makes the noble " love " independent of obvious physical 
{)rettiness and attractiveness and maintains that its object is a 
consort iiDii tot ins vitae in the fullest sense of the words. So far he is 
in accord with flu; distinction wc should draw ourselves between 
the lov(‘ that is little inon* than a sensual weakness and the love 
which ('an lead to a “ marriagi* of true minds." To this extent, I 
cannot agree with the di.sparaging estimatt* of Mr. Bury (Symp. 
xxvii). 'I'hat Pau.sanias concTives of a consortium totius vitae as only 
possible between a younger and an older male is to be explained by 
the Attic neglect of the intelh'Ctual and moral education of the 
womenfolk of the citizens. There is no possibility of the " shared 
life " wln'ie one of the partners is an intelligent human being and 
the other a spoilt child or a domestic animal, and it is fair to re- 
member this when we find Pausanias assuming that all love of 
women 1 h longs to the ignoble kind. On tht' other hand. Pausanias’ 
con('(*j>tion of the noble Pros is pitclnxl far too low. .As his inclusion 
of Sjiarta as one of the places where the distinction is recognized 
would be enough to show, he (]uit(‘ cU'finitely means to give his 
approval to what Socrates and Phito. like ourselves, regard as not 
mtu'ely “guilty " but "unnatural." provided that it is made the 
liasis for a {Hunianeiit life of inliniat(‘ devotion. The jx^rsons on 
whom he bestows uinpialihfd admiration as htiving achieved the 
[X‘rfecti(»n of human excellence are just those whtun Socrates is 
made t(^ treat in the P/n/o/r/rs much as we should treat iht' " knight " 
who is spurred to chivalrous exploits bv a love which, though 
"sinful," is not merely "carnal." (Unlike Socrates, Pausanias 
would clearly lu ver have understood why Sir Lancelot came short 
in the spiritual quest of the Sangraal.) He does, indeed, expect 
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passion to be ** sanctified by being pressed into the service of 
“ goodness," but his conception of " goodness," if it is not as crude 
as that of Phaedrus, who makes it equivak'iit to mere " prowess," is 
still unspiritual. Harmodius and Aristogiton who " slew the 
tyrant " furnish him with his standard of " noble love " and its 
services to man. On the formal merit of the speech, as judged by 
the rules of "epidictic" introduced to Athens by Gorgias, see the 
remarks of Mr. Bury in his edition of the dialogue^ (Introduction, 
xxvii-xxviii). 

Interlude and Speech of Eryximachus (i85c-i88c). — We must not 
forget that we are listening to th(^ speeches delivered at a gay party 
by guc'sts, many of whom are in a merely festive humour. The 
grave moral issues which have been raised by the magnification of 
Eros will receive their proper treatment when we come to the great 
discourse of Socrates, but before Plato can so much as introduce 
that, he must rais(‘ tlu' imaginative level of iho conversation to a 
pitch at which the first crude glorification of " passion " only 
survives in an undertone. Otherwise, there will be far too violent 
a " modulation into a different key." This function of desensualis- 
ing the imaginative tone of the dialogue is to be achieved by making 
the speech of Socrates follow directly on one by Agathon, which is 
a brilliant but passionless and fanciful tissue of jciwelled conc(‘its. 
Even this n(‘eds to have the way prepared for it, if we arc not to be 
conscious of loo violent a change of mood. Hence the two inter- 
posi'd speeches of Eryximachus and Aristophanes with the little 
int('rlu(l(; which introduces them. The tone of this part of the 
dialogue is wholly playful, and I think it would be a mistake to 
regard it as anything more than a delightful specimen of " Panta- 
gruelism." The numt‘rous persons who are unhappily without 
anything of the Pantagruclist in their own composition will con- 
tinue, no doubt, to look for hidden meanings in this section of the 
Symposium, as they look for them in Rabelais, and with much the 
same kind of success. Fortunately, we need not imitate them, 
any more than we need take Rabelais* book to be a disguised 
treatise on the " new monarchy.'* 

It was now, we arc told, the turn of Aristophanes to speak, but 
as he was impeded by a hiccough, the jdiysician Eryximachus under- 
took to speak out of order as well as to prescribe for the poet's 
“passing indisposition." Hidden allusions have been suspected 
in this simple incident, but without reason. Aristophanes, one 
of the sturdy topers of the party (176b), is held up, when his turn 
to sp('ak comes, by an accident which is a small joke in itself ; the 
medical man of the group, who also happens to be a sober soul 
(176c) not able to carry much liquor, gives him professional aid and 
fills up what would otherwise be a gap in the evening's programme. 
There is nothing here which calls for a “ serious ** explanation. 

Eryximachus is presumably the same j^erson as the Eryximachus 
who was implicated in the business of the “ profaning of the 
mysteries ** (Andoc. i. 35) ; at least, there was a certain Acumenus 
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who was also among the denounced (ibid. i. i8), and the name is 
a very unusual one, so that it looks as though the denounced persons 
were our physician and his father. He is, we might almost say, 
the F.R.S. of Agathon*s party, and all his behaviour is strictly 
in character. He announces himself from the first as a very 
'' moderate drinker,*’ and, as Mr. Bury observes, takes his departure 
later on, as soon as the scene has become one of wild revelry. His 
speech is carefully adapted to his character and profession. It is, 
in fact, under the guise of a panegyric of Eros, a little discourse 
on the principles of “ science,” espc'cially of medical science. The 
scientific, and particularly the medical man, is the real repository 
of the secrets of love. The style of the speech is appropriately 
sober, free from the artifices of rhetoric and marked by a plentiful 
use of professional terminology. We may, with Mr. Bury, call 
him a “ pedant,” if we do him the justice to believe that the pedantry 
is, of course, part of the fun of the evening and is presumably 
intentional. The learned man is presumably amusing himself, 
as an eminent man of science might do to-day in an aftcT-dinner 
speech, by making a little decorous ” game ” of his own professional 
occupations. I see no need to suppose that PJaio intends any serious 
satire on the ” scic'iice ” of the speaker, especially as it n*presents 
the views of the Sicilian medical school, the very type of biology 
from which both Plato and Aristotle draw the biological analogies 
which play so larger a part in their ethics. 

Eryximachus opens his speech by giving emphatic assent to 
the distinction between a good and a bad Eros, but protests against 
looking for the effects of these contrasted forces exclusively in the 
souls of men. They can be traced everywhere in the structure of 
the universe, no less than in the human organism.^ This may be 
illustrated from medicine. The hcaltliy and the diseased con- 
stituents of the body have both their ” cravings ” ; there are whole- 
some appetitions and morbid appetitions. The business of medical 
science is to gratify the one and check the other. We might define 
the science as ” knowledge of the body's passions for repletion and 
evacuation,” and the man who can tell which of these ” passions ” 
are healthy and which ” morbid,” and can replace the morbid 
cravings in his patient by healthy ones, is the complete physician. 
The body is, in fact, composed of ” opposites ” which are at strife 
with one another, the hot, the cold, the dry, the moist, etc. ; mc'di- 
cine is the art which produces ” love and concord ” between these 
opposites. The task of ” gymnastic,” agriculture, music, is pre- 
cisely similar, and this may be what Heraclitus meant by saying, 
” It is drawn together in being drawn apart,” and talking of the 
“concord of opposites,” though his language is inadequate, since 
in the establishment of “ concord,” the previous “ opposition ” is 

^ iSGb, Kal Kar avOpuiTTiva Kal Kara Otla irpay/xara, i.e. not only in biology but 
in physics. The Beta here gets its meaning from the habit, universal in 
Ionian science, of giving the name debs or deol, in a purely secular sense, to 
the assumed primitive body or bodies. 
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cancelled out and disappears. In music, again, we can distinguish 
the ** good ” and the “ bad Eros. The good Eros is exemplified 
by those scales in which a really cultivated taste takes pleasure, 
the " bad ” by those which tickle the fancy of the vulgar. So in 
the wider world of the physicist, a good and healthy climate is a 
right and equable “ tem|)eramcnt *’ (/epatn^) of heat and cold, rain 
and dry weather, a bad climate is an instance of the “ violent ” 
Eros ; it is an unhealthy “ blend ” of heat and cold, dry and wet 
weather. Astronomy thus is another science of “ love.” So. 
there is a ” good ” and a “ bad ” ILros of gods and men ; a religious 
and an irreligious way of sacrificing and interpreting signs and 
portents, and the professional knowledge of the priest and seer 
i:)ecomes another example of the science of Erotics. 

Thus the point of the sj^eech is to insist on the cosmic signi- 
ficance of Eros. The underlying thought is that nature is every- 
where made up of ” opposites,” which need to be combined or 
supplemented by one another ; they may be combined either in 
proportions which make for stability, and then the result is tem- 
perate climate, liealth, prosperity, tranquillity, or in proportions 
which lead to instability, and the result is then cataclysms of nature, 
disease, misfortune, violent and unwholesome excitement. Tlu; 
business of science in all cases is to discover the proportions upon 
wliich th(^ ” good ” results depend. Tln‘ sources of the doctrine 
are easily indicated. W(‘ detect tlu‘ influence of the Heraclitean 
conception of the balance of ” t‘xchanges ” as the explanation of 
the sc;(nuing permanences of the world-order, tlui Pythagorean 
doctrine that all things are combinations of “ opposites,” and of the 
special biological working out of the thought which is characteristic 
of the philosophy of Em])edocles, the founder of Sicilian medicine. 
The general point of view, as German scholars have pointed out, 
is much like that of some of the treatises of the Hippocratc'an 
corpus, notably the Tr^fu SiaAr/s a', in which the attempt is made to 
find a speculative, foundation for medicine in the Heraclitean 
cosmology. The only inference we arc entitled to draw is that the 
main ideas of Sicilian medicine could be. presumed to be generally 
known to cultivated persons at Athens in the last third of the fifth 
century, as is, in fact, shown abundantly by the use made of 
analogies based upon them all through the ethical dialogues of 
Plato, For the argument of the Symposium itself the chief function 
of the .speech is to divoi'i attention from the topic of sex, as must 
bt; done if S(3X itself is to b(; treated with the necessary philosophic 
vletachment in the discourse of Socrates, and to call attention to 
the universal cosmic significance of the conception of the recon- 
ciliation of ” opposites ” in a higher ” harmony.” I'his preludes 
to the discourse of Socrates, where we shall find that the principle 
has actually a supra-cosmic significance. Meanwhile, the intro- 
duction of this thought of Eros as a ” world-building ” principle 
provides the starting-point for the brilliant and characteristic 
burlesque cosmogony put into the mouth of Aristophanes. 
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Speech of Aristophanes (189^-193^). — ^To the general reader, 
this is perhaps the best-known section of the whole dialogue, and 
one of the best-known passages in the whole of Plato. It is the 
more important to avoid misapprehending its purpose, which is 
simply humorous and dramatic. We should note that the speech 
itself is introduced by a thoroughly Aristophanic jest, and that the 
poet tells us in so many words that he means to live up to his pro- 
fession by being “ funny.** The speech itself may be very briefly 
summarized. In the beginning man was a round ** creature 
with four arms and four legs and two faces, looking different ways, 
but joined at the top to make a single head. There were three 
“ sexes,** if we can call them so, of these creatures, the double-male, 
double-female, and male-female, the first derived from the sun, 
the second from the earth, the third from the moon, which is at once 
a luminary ** and an “earth.** But as yet there was no sexual 
love and no sexual generation. The race procreated itself by a 
literal fertilization of the soil. These creatures were as masterful 
as they were strong and thn^atened to storm heaven or blockade 
it, as we learn from the old traditions about the “ giants.*’ As a 
measure of safety, Zeus split them longitudinally down the middk^ 
and reconstructed them so that their method of propagation should 
henceforth be sexual. Since then, man is only half a complete 
creature, and each half goes about with a passionate longing to find 
its complement and coalesce with it again. This longing for re- 
union with the lost half of onc*s original self is what we call “ love,*’ 
and until it is satisfied, none of us can attain happiness. Ordinary 
wedded love between man and woman is the reunion of two halves 
of one of the originally double-sexed creatures ; passionate attach- 
ment between two persons of the same sex is the reunion of the 
iialves of a double-male or a double-female, as the case may be. If 
we continue in irreligion, it is to be feared that Zeus may split us 
again, and leave us to hop on one leg with one arm and half a face. 

As I have said, the brilliance, of this fanciful speech must not 
blind us to the fact that it is in the main comedy, and that the real 
meaning of the dialogue must not be looked for in it. Plato is 
careful to remind us that the speaker is a professional jester ; he is 
too good an artist to have made the remark without a purpose, 
or to have discounted the effect of the discourse of his hero Socrates 
by providing his dialogue with two centres of gravity, 1'o be sure, 
there are touches of earnest under the mirth of his Aristophanes, 
as there always are under the wildest fun of the actual historical 
Aristophanes. There is real tenderness in Aristophanes* descrip- 
tion of the love-lorn condition of the creature looking for its lost 
“ half,** and a real appreciation of unselfish devotion to the comrade 
who is one’s “ second self.** Aristophanes shows more real feeling 
than any of the speakers who have been heard so far. It is also 
true that he is making a distant approximation to the conception, 
which Socrates will develop, of love as the longing of the soul for 
union with its true good. But the distance is even more marked 
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than the approximation. The goal of love, as Socrates conceives 
it, is not incorporation with a mate of flesh and blood, nor even 
lifelong “marriage” with a “kindred mind,” but the yapos 
of the soul with the “ eternal wisdom ” in a region “ all breathing 
human passion far above.” The passion Aristophanes describes 
is that which finds its most lapidary, perhaps its most perfect 
expression in Dante's canzone Cos), nel mio parlar voglio esser aspro, 
not that which animates the Paradiso, the “female love” which 
Blake would have us give up before we can see “ eternity.” It is 
in keeping with this that Aristophanes, like Pausanias, relegates 
the love of men for women to the lowest plane, on the ground that 
the woman is the “weaker ve.ssel,” the “earthy” ingredient in our 
original composition, thus denying the Socratic and Platonic tenet 
that “ the goodness of a man and of a woman arc the same,” and 
proves his point by the allegation (T()2a) that those who are sensible 
of female attractions show themselves inferior in “ politics.” (Like 
Pausanias, he has no conception of any worthier life than that of the 
“ lover of honours.”) 

We may put the discourse in its true light by a consideration 
of its obvious sources. In the hrst place, 1 think it is clear that in 
composing tlie speech Plato had in view the brilliant burlesque of 
an Orphic cosmogony in Aristophanes' own Birds (693-703), where 
also Eros is the great primitive cosmic active force. From the Birds 
comes again the suggestion of the danger that the gods might run 
if the turbulent round-bodied creatures cut off th(^ supply of sacri- 
fices, ihc very method by which the birds of the play reduce 
Olympus to unconditional surrender. As for the details of the 
story, I think it is clear that they are a humorous ])arody of 
Empedocles. Creatures in whom both s('xes are united figure in 
his cosmology (Fr. 61), along with the “ men with the heads of 
oxen ” and similar monsters, as appearing in the early stagers of the 
evolutionary cycle to which we belong, the period of the world’s 
history in which “ strife ” is steadily disintegrating the “ sphere ” by 
dissociating the com})lexes into their constituent “ roots.” This 
is enough to provide a hint for the construction of the whole narra- 
tive. We know that the theories of Empedocles became known at 
Athens in the fifth century. The Phaedo represents Socrates and 
his friends as well acquainted with them, and Aristotle tells us that 
a certain Critias- we may safely identify him with Plato’s great- 
grandfather, the Critias of the Timaeus and Critias— \vdd expressly 
adopted one of them, the view that “ we think with our blood.” ^ 
As the Clouds and Birds are enough to prove, Aristophanes was 
fairly well at home in the doctrines of the men of science of whom 
he made fun, and it is quite in keeping with Plato’s dramatic 
realism that he should be made to burlesque Empedocles, exactly 
as he has burlesqued Diogenes and the Orphic cosmologists in his 
extant comedies. It is from this humorous burlesque (carefully 
“bowdlerized” to suit Christianized ethics, bien entendu), that the 

' dc Aiiima, 405ft 6. 
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popular misconceptions about so-called “ platonic love seem to 
have taken their origin. 

There arc now only two members of the party who have still 
to speak, Agathon and Socrates. A little by-play passes (193^-194^), 
which has no purpose beyond that of enhancing our anticipation 
and making it clear that their speeches are to be the “ event of 
the evening. It is worth noting that Plato is ready on occasion to 
turn the humour against the foibles of his own hero. Socrates is 
allowed, after his fashion, to put an apparently simple question, 
simply that he may be called to order ; if he were not checked, the 
programme would be ruined by the substitution of a dialectical 
discussion for a eulogy. To be sure, when it comes to Socrates’ 
turn to speak, he gets his way after all and we are plunged into 
dialectic whether we like it or not ; this is part of the fun. 

The two speeches marked out as supremely important are 
wrought with even more art than any of those which have preceded. 
In form, as in matter, they exhibit the tension betw(‘en opposites 
which is the life of a drama at its aciitest pitch. Agathon is morally 
commonplace, cold in feeling, superficial in thought, for the lack of 
which he compensates by a free employment of all the artificial 
verbal patterns popularized by Gorgias ; his encomium is a suc- 
cession of frozen conceits with no real thought behind them — 
inter atnre in the worst sense of the word. Socrates is, as usual, 
simple and direct in manner ; he begins what he has to say in the 
usual conversational tone of his “ dialectic,” though, b(dore he 
has done, tlu^ ek'vation of his thought leads to a spontaneous eleva- 
tion in style, and he ends on a note of genuine eloquence which 
leaves all the ” fine language ” of Agathon hojx'lessly in the shade. 
He is on fire with his subject, but with the clear, white-hot glow 
of a man whose very passion is intellectual. He thinks intensely 
where Agathon, and fine gentlemen like him, are content to talk 
prettily. And we are not allowed to forget that Agathon’s pro- 
fession is the “ stage ” ; he is the ” actor,” impressing an audience 
with emotions he simulates but does not feel ; Socrates is the 
genuine man who ” speaks from the heart ” and to the heart. 
(Note the adroit way in which this point is worked in at 194^.) 

Speech of Agathon {ig^e-igye ). — The whole speech is a masterly 
parody of the detestable '' prose-poetry ” of Gorgias, as will readily 
be seen by comparing it with the specimens of the original article 
which time has spared to us. It may be summarized, when divested 
of its verbal extravagances, as follows. Previous speakers have 
ignored the main point which a eulogy should make ; they have 
talked about the gifts of Eros to men rather than about his intrinsic 
qualities. It is these on which the eulogist should dwell, (i) Eros 
is the most beautiful of all gods ; for (a) he is the youngest of all, 
not the oldest as Phaedrus and his cosmologists pretend. The 
“ wars in heaven ” would never have happened if Eros had held 
sway then. Also he is eternally fair and young and consorts with 
youth, not with “ crabbed age.” (b) He is ” soft ” (aTrakoq) and 



222 


PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


tender, and that is why he makes his dwelling in the tenderest 
place he can find, the soul, and only in souls whose temper is yielding 
IfjLdKaKov), (c) He is “ pliant ** (vypo^ to can wind his way 

imperceptibly in and out of the inmost recesses of the soul. 
(d) He is comely and lovely and bright of hue, and that is why he 
will not settle and gather honey from a body or soul which is “ past 
its flower.” (2) He has all the virtues : ^ (a) justice, for he neither 
does nor suffers violence. He cannot suffer from it, for love is 
unconstrained, and he never inflicts it, for all things are his willing 
slaves and nemini volenti fit iniuria. [h) I'cmperance, for he 
” masters all pleasures ” (an idle verbal quibble), (c) Valour, for 
he can master Ares, the “warrior famoused for fights.” {d) Wis- 
dom ; he is the author of medicine, as Eryximachus had said ; he 
inspires poetry in the most unpoetical and must therefore be himself 
a supreme poet. He shows his wisdom, further, in being the con- 
triver of all generation and the teacher of all crafts. It was love, 
love of the beautiful, which inspired the various gods who were 
their discoverers. In the beginning, when necessity held sway, 
heaven itself was a place of horror ; the birth of Eros has thus been 
the cause of all that is good in heaven and on earth. In short, 
Eros is the giver of peace among men, calm in air and sea, tranquil 
sleep which relieves our cares, mirth, jollity — and here the speech 
loses itself in a torrent of flowery phrases, which “bring down the 
house,” as they were meant to do. 

We see, of course, as Plato means that we shall, the barrenness 
of thought which all this euphuism cannot conceal. In a way, the 
praise of Eros, in Agathon’s mouth, has “ lost all its grossness,” by 
transmutation into unmeaning prettiness, but it has incidentally 
lost all its reality. Tlu^ discourse has all the insincerity of the con- 
ventional petrarchising sonneteer. Like the sonneteering tribe, 
Agathon is so intoxicated by his own fine-filed phrases, that he is 
evidently not at all clear which Eros he is belauding, the “ heavenly ” 
or ihii “ vulgar.” For the euphuist’s purpose, this really does not 
matter much ; the theme of his discourse is to him no more than a 
peg on which to hang his garlands of language. There had been real 
feeling, under all the burlesque and the grossness, in the speech of 
Aristophanes ; from Agathon we get only “ words, words, words.” 
Socrates indicates as much in the humorous observations which 
introduce his own contribution to the entertainment. He really 
began to be afraid, as Agathon grew more and more dithyrambic, 
that he might be petrified and struck dumb by the “ Gorgias' head.” 
He bethought himself, now that it was too late, that he had been 
rash in undertaking to deliver a eulogy at all. In the simplicity 
of his heart, he had supposed that all he would have to do would 
be to say the best which could be truthfully said of his subject. But 
it now appears that the eulogist is expected to glorify his subject at 
all “ costs,” regardless of truth. This is more than Socrates engaged 

' Note that the list of the “ cardinal virtues ” is taken for granted as 
familiar. Thus it is no discovery of Plato or of Socrates. 
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to do, or can do. Like Hippolytus in the play, he is “ unsworn in 
soul,'" and must be allowed to deliver his speech in his own artless 
fashion, telling the truth and leaving the style to take care of itself, 
or the result may be a ridiculous collapse. And he must make ont^ 
more little stipulation. l\Thaps Agathon would answer one or 
two questions, so that Socrates may know where to make a be- 
ginning. Thus, we see, the philosopher contrives to get his way 
after all — we are to have “ dialectic,’* in other words, thinking, 
as well as fine talking, as part of our programme {igSb~i()()c) . 

Dialectical Interrogation of Agathon hy Socrates (iqi)C- 2 oic ) . — 
The purpose of this little interlude, as Socrates had said, is to make 
sure that his own encomium, which was to “ tell the truth,” shall 
begin at the right starting-point. In other words, W(^ are to be 
brought back to reality, of which we have steadily bet n losing sight. 
Eros, love,” ” craving,” is a relative term ; all Eros is Eros of 
something which is its correlate, and it is meant that this correlate is 
a satisfaction. This would be clear at once in Greek, but is a little 
obscured for us in English by the ambiguity of our word “love.” 
In English there are at least three quite distinct senses of the word 
” love,” and much loose sentimental half-thinking is due to con- 
fusion between them. If we would be accurate, we must distin- 
guish them precis(‘ly. There is (i) “ love of complacency,” the 
emotion aroused by the simple contemplation of what we admire 
and approve, the “ love to the agent ” of which the moral-sense 
school speak in their accounts of moral approval. We may feel 
this towards a person wholly incapable of being in any way afiected 
for good or bad by our acts or affecting us by his, as when we glow 
with attachment to the great and good of whom we have read in 
history. There is (2) “ love of benevolence,” which prompts us 
to confer kindnesses on its object or to do him s(Tvices. This love 
we may feel to the good and the evil alike. It may show itself as 
active gratitude to a benefactor, as pity for the unfortunate or the 
sinful, and in many other guises. There is finally (3) ” love of 
concupiscence,” desirous love, the eager appetition of what is 
ap]>rehended as our own “ good.” It is only this desirous love 
which can be calk'd Ipw? in Greek.^ 

Eros, then, is always a desirous love of its object, and that object 
is always something not yet attained or possessed. Agathon had 
said that “ love of things fair ” has created the happiness of the 
gods themselves. But if Eros “ wants ” beauty, it must follow that 
^ Hence when Euripides says fpdre, TralSes, firjrpds, he means a great deal 
more than we can express by saying “ love your mother." He means that 
the sons of such a mother as his heroine are to be " in love " with her ; she is 
to be to them their true mistre.ss and " dominant lady." as Hector in Homer 
is " father and mother " to Andromache. One might illustrate by saying 
that in Christianity God is thought of as loving all men with " love of ben- 
evolence," and the righteous with an added " love of complacency/’ but as 
loving no creature v ith " love of concupiscence." 'i he good man, on the other 
hand, loves God with love of concupiscence, as the good for which his soul 
longs, and with love of complacency, but could hardlv, I suppose, be said to 
love God with amor henevolentiae, since we cannot do ‘ ‘ good turns " to our Maker. 
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he does not yet possess it, and therefore is not himself ever fair,' 
and in the same way, if he ‘‘ wants " good, he cannot himself he 
good. 

At this point Socrates closes his conversation with Agathon and 
enters on his “ discourse," having found the apxv) for it. The 
questioning of Agathon is no piece of mere verbal dexterity. It is 
indispensable that we should understand that the only Eros de- 
serving of our praises is an amor ascendens, a desirous going forth 
of the soul in quest of a good which is above her. And this going 
forth must begin with the knowledge that there is something we 
want with all our hearts but have not yet got. As the old Evan- 
gelicals said, the first step towards salvation is to feel your need of 
a Saviour. " Blessed are they which hunger . . . for tluiy shall b(? 
filled." The soul which is to be love's pilgrim must begin by feeling 
this heart-hunger, or it will never adventure the journey. This is 
the apxv demanded by Socrates for any hohes Lied der Liehe which 
is to " tell the truth." 

Speech of Socrates {20id-2i2c ). — Though Socrates had affected 
to make his " dialectic ” a mere preliminary to the " discourse " he 
was contemplating, he actually contrives to turn the discourse itself 
into " dialectic," genuine thinking, by putting it into the mouth of 
one Diotima, a priestess and prophetess of Mantinea, and relating 
the process of question and answer by which the proi)h(‘toss had 
opened his own eyes to understand the true mysteri(‘s of Eros. 
The purpose is that his hearers shall not merely follow his words and 
possibly l)e agreeably affected by them, but sliall follow his thought. 
They are to listen to the " conversation of his soul with itself." 
At the sam(‘ time, I cannot agree with many modern scholars in 
regarding Diotima of Mantinea as a fictitious personage ; still less 
in looking for fanciful reasons for giving the particular names Plato 
docs to tlie prophetess and her place of origin. The introduction of 
purely fictitious named personages into a discourse seems to be a 
literary device unknown to Plato, as has been said in an earlier 
chapter, and I do not believe that if he had invented Diotima he 
would have gone on to put into the mouth of Socrates the definite 
statement that she had delayed the pestilence of the early years 
of the Archidamian war for ten years by " offering sacrifice " at 
Athens. As the Mem has told us. Socrates did derive hints for 
his thought from the traditions of " priests of both sexes who have 
been at pains to understand the ratio 7 iale of what they do," and the 
purpose of the refenmcc to the presence of Diotima at Athens about 
440 is manifestly not merely to account for Socrates’ acquaintance 
with her, but to make the point that the mystical doctrine of the 
contemplative " ascent " of the soul, now to be set forth, was one 
on which the philosopher's mind had been brooding ever since his 
thirtieth year. This, if true, is very important for our understand- 
ing of the man's personality, and I, for one, cannot believe that 
Plato was guilty of wanton mystifications about such things. At 
the same time, we may be sure that in reproducing a conversation 
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a quarter of a century old, Socrates is blenclintr his recollections 
of the past with his subsequent meditations upon it, as normally 
happens in such cases, l^e sees an episode which had influenced 
his life profoundly in the light of all that had come out of it, much 
as St. Augustine in later life saw the facts of his conversion to 
('hristianity in a changed perspective, as we are able to prove by 
contrasting the Confessions with the works composed just aftcT the 
conversion. 

d'o all intents and purposes, we shall not go wrong by treating 
the speech of Diotima ” as a speech of Socrates. We can best 
describe tli(‘ purpose of tlie speech in the language of religion by 
saying that it is the narrative of the ])ilgrimage of a soul on the way 
of salvation, from the initial moment at which it feels the need of 
salvation to its final “ consummation.'* In spite of all difierences 
of precise outlook, the best comment on the whole narrative is 
furnished by the great writers who, in verse or prose, have described 
the stages of the “ mystic way " by which tlu' soul “ goes out of 
hers(df,’' to find herself again in finding God. In substance, what 
Socrates is describing is the same spiritual voyage which St. John 
of the Cross describes, for example, in the w('lbknown song En iina 
noche oscura which opens his treatise on the Dark Night, and 
Crashaw hints at nion' obscurely all through his lines on The Flaming 
Heart, and Bonaventura charts for us with precision in the 
liinerarimn Mentis in Denni. The Christian writers see by a 
clearer light and they have an intensity which is all their own, but 
the journey they de.scribe is recognizably the same — the travel of 
the .soul from temporality to eternity. In Greek literature, the 
speech, I think we may fairly say, stands alone until we come to 
Plotinus, with whom the same spiritual adventure is the main 
theme of the Enneads. Unless we have so much of the mystic in 
us as to understand the view that the ** noughting ” and remaking 
of the soul is the great business of life, the discourse will have no 
real meaning to us ; we shall take it for a mythological helium 
somnium. But if we do that, we shall never really understand the 
Apology and the other dialogues which deal with the doctrine of 
the “ tendance of the soul,*' a simple-sounding name which conceals 
exactly the same conception of the attainment of “ deiformity " 
as the real “ work of man." In the Phaedo we have had the picture 
of a human soul on the very verge of attainment, at the moment 
when it is about to " lose itself in light." In the Symposium we 
are shown, more fully than anywhere else in Plato, the .stages by 
which that soul has come to be what it is in the Phaedo, We see 
wUh Plato's eyes the interior life of the soul of Socrates. 

The desirous soul, as was already said, is as yet not ** fair " or 
" good " ; that is what it would be and will be, but is not yet. 
But this docs not mean that it is " foul " and " wicked." There 
is a state intermediate between these extremes, as there is a state 
intermediate between sheer ignorance and completed knowledge — 
the state of having true belieifs without the power to give a justi- 
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fication of them (apcv rot) €)(€lv Xoyov Sowai). This may be ex- 
pressed mythologically by saying that Eros is not a god,” nor 
yet a “mere mortal,” but a haifXMv or ” spirit,” and a mighty one 
\202d-e). According to the received tradition, ” spirits ” stand 
half-way between mortality and divinity ; they convey men's 
prayers to the gods, and the commands, revelations, and gifts of 
the gods to men ; intercourse between gods and men has them as 
its intermediaries. Eros is one of these ” spirits ” (203a). His 
birth answers to his function. He is the child of Poros son of 
Metis (Abundance, son of Good Counsel), by the beggar-maid Penia 
(Need), conceived in heaven on the birthday of Aplirodite, and he 
inherits characters from both his parents. He is, like his mother, 
poor, uncomely, squalid, houseless, and homeless. But he has so 
uiiich of the father about him that he has high desires for all that is 
” fair and good,” courage, persistence, endless resourcefulness, and 
art in the pursuit of these desires. He is the greatest of ” wizards 
and wits ” (^etpo? yoV;? . , . Kal , he ” pursues wisdom 

all his life long ” (^tAon-o^wp 8ta ttuptos tod pCov). He is neither 
god nor mortal, but lives a ” dying life,” starving and fed, and 
starving for more again. ^ He is your one ” philosopher ” ; gods 
do not aspire to ” wisdom,” for they already have it, nor yet ” fools,” 
for they do not so much as know their need and lack of it. ” Philo- 
sophers,” aspirants after wisdom, of whom Eros is chief, are just 
those who live between these two extremes.^ They feel the hunger 
for wisdom, the fairest of things, but they feel it precisely because 
it remains unsatisfied. The conventional representation of Eros 
as the ” ever fair ” is due to a simple confusion between the good 
aspired to and the aspirant after it (201^-2040). 

When the thin veil of allegory is removed, we see that what is 
described here is simply the experience of the division of the self 
characteristic of man, when once he has become aware of his own 
rationality. Rationality is not an endowment of which man finds 
himself in possession ; it is an attainment incumbent on him to 
achieve. Spiritual manhood and freedom arc the good which he 
must reach if he is to be happy, but they are a far-away good, and 
his whole life is a struggle, and a struggle with many an alternation 
of success and failure, to reach them. If he completely attained 
them, his life would become that of a god ; he would have put off 
temporality and put on an eternity secured against all mutability. 
If he does not strive to attain, he falls back into the condition of the 
mere animal, and becomes a thing of mere change and mutability. 
Hence while he is what he is, he is never at peace with himself ; 
that is the state into which he is trying to grow. It is true, in a 
deeper sense than the author of the saying meant, that der Mensch 
tsf etims das ubemmnden werden muss (we are only truly men in 
so far as we are becoming something more). (That the ” temporal ” 

^ The /Sios <t>i\ 6 (ro(po^, we might say, has as its motto qua^i morientes ei ecce 
vivimus : tanquam nihil habentes et omnia possidenie.<. 

2 Cf. tlie classification of rational beings ascribed to the Pythagoreans, 

“ gods,“ “ men,” ” beings like Pythagoras ” (^iWo^od. Aristot. Fr. 192, Kose. 
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in us which has to be put ofi is always spoken of by Socrates as 
“ ignorance ” or “ error/’ not as “ sin,” has no special significance, 
when we remember his conviction that the supreme function of 
” knowledge ” is to command and direct, to order the conduct of 
life towards the attainment of our tnu^ good.) 

It will be seen that vSocrates is formally deferring to the dictum 
of Agathon about the proper disposition of the parts of an encomium. 
He has dealt with the question what the intrinsic character of 
Eros is ; he now proceeds to the question of his services to us 
(rtVft )(peLav «;(€t rots avOpwTToi^) . What is it that, in the end, is the 
object of the heart’s desirous longing ? Good, or — in still plainer 
words — happiness (ci’Sat/xoim). All men wish happiness for its 
own sake, and all wish their happiness to be ” for ever.” (Weh 
spricht, Vergeh ! Dock alle Lust will Eimgkeit.) Why, then, do we 
not call all men lovers, since all have this desirous longing ? For 
the same reason that we do not call all craftsmen ” makers,” though 
they all are makers of something. Linguistic use has restricted 
the use of the word (” maker”) to one species of maker, 

the man who fashions verse and song. So it is wuth the nam(‘ 
” lover ” ; all desirous longing for good or happiness is love, but 
in use the name ” lover ” is given to the person who longs earnestly 
after one particular species of happiness — roVo? Iv KakQ (” pro- 
creation in the beautiful ”) — ^whether this procreation is physical or 

spiritual (koI Kara TO (TiopLa kuI Kara Tr}v \f/v\r]\\ 20Gb). 

'Fo explain the point more fully, we must know tliat maturity 
of (iither body or mind displays itself by the desire to procreate ; 
beauty attracts us and awakens and fosters the procreative impulse, 
ugliness inhibits it. And love, in tlie current restricted sense of the 
word, is not, as might be thought, desire of the beautiful object, 
but desire to impregnate it and have offspring by it (desire 
y€i/i'>}<rco)s Kal tov tokov iu Ka\w). (It is meant quite strictly that 
physical desire for the ” possession ” of a beautiful woman is 
really at bottom a ” masked” desire for offspring by a physically 
” fine ” mother ; sexual appetite itself is not really craving for 
” the pleasures of intercourse with the other sex ” ; it is a passion 
for parenthood.) And we readily understand why this desire for 
procreation should be so universal and deep-sealed. It is an 
attempt to perpetuate one’s own being ” under a form of eternity,” 
and we have just seen that the primary desire of all is desire to 
possess one’s ” good ” and to possess it for ever. The organism 
cannot realize this dc^sire in its own individuality, because it is in 
its very nature subject to death. But it can achieve an approxi- 
mation to eternity, if the succession of generations is kept up. 
Hence the vehemence of the passion for procreation and the strength 
of the in.stincts connected with mating and rearing a brood in all 
animals. The only way in which a thing of time can approximate 
to being eternal is to produce a new creature to take its place as it 
passes away. Even within the limits of our individual existence, 
the body ” never continues in one stay ” ; it is a scene of unending 
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waste made good by repair. Our thoughts and emotions too do 
not remain selfsame through life. Even our knowledge does not 
“ abide ” ; wc are perpetually forgetting what we knew and having 
to “recover’" it again by /xcXtTiy (“study,” “rehearsal”). It is 
only by giving birth to a new individual to take the place of the old 
that the mortal can “ participate in deathlessness ” (208^).^ 

The passion for physical parenthood, however, is the most 
rudimentary form in which the desirous longing for the fruition of 
good eternal and immutable shows itself, and the form in which 
Diotima is least interested. Her main purpose is to elucidate 
the conception of spiritual parenthood. If we turn to the life of the 
“ love of honours ’’—note that this reference (208c) implies that in 
what has been said about the physical instincts we have been con- 
sidering the “ body-loving ” life — the passion for “ fame undying” 
which has led Alcestis, Achilles, Codrus, and many another to 
despise death and danger is just another, and more spiritualized, 
form of the “ desirous longing for the eternal.” Thus, just as the 
man who feels the craving for physical fatherhood is attracted by 
womankind and becomes “ exceeding amorous,” so it is with those 
whose souls arc ripe for the procreation of spiritual issue, “ wisdom 
and goodness generally ” ; the mentally, like the physically adult 
looks for a “ fair ” partner to receive and bear his offspring (209^-^). 
He feels the attraction of fair face and form, but what he is really 
seeking is the “ fair and noble and highly dowered ” soul behind 
them. If he finds what he is looking for, he freely pours forth 
“ discourse on goodness and what manner of man the good man 
should be, and what conduct he should practise, and tries to 
educate ” the chosen soul he has found. The two friends are 
associated in the “ nurture ” of the spiritual offspring to which their 
converse has given birth, and the tie is still more enduring than that 
of literal common j)arenthood, inasmuch as the offspring which 
are the pledges of it are “ fairer and more deathless.” Examples 
of such spiritual progeny are the poems of Homer and Hesiod, and 
still more the salutary institutions and rules of life left to succeeding 
ages by Lycurgus and Solon and many another statesman of Hellas 
or “ Barbary ; some of these men have even been deified by the 
gratitude of later generations (209c). ^ 

^ This has absurdly been supposed to be inconsistent with tlie doctrines of 
the Phaedo, and it has even been argued that the Symposium must have 
been written before Tdato discovered the doctrine of immortality expounded 
there. In point of fact, there is no inconsistency. According to both dia- 
logues the “ body ” belongs to the “ mortal " element in us, and perishes 
beyond recall. Hence man, according to the Phaedo, is strictly mortal ; what 
is immortal is not the man, but the “ divine ” element in him, his ypvxn, as 
has already been explained, 'fhere is not a word in the Symposium to suggest 
that the ^pvxn is perishable. Hence no inference about the priority of the 
one dialogue to the other can be based on comparison of their teaching. 

*l he allusion to “ tem])lcs ” erected to deified statesmen presumably 
refers to Oriental communities in which the “ laws " were traditionally ascribed 
to remote " divine " rulers. 'I he Greeks did not deify their legislators. At 
Laws 624a the Cretan speaker, indeed, attempts to claim Zeus as the author 
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The desirous longing for an eternal good, however, has far 
higher manifestations than these, and Diotima will not take it on 
her to say whether Socrates is equal to making the ascent to them, 
though she will describe them, and he must try to follow her.^ 
( I'he meaning is that, so far, we have been talking only about what 
is possible within the limits of the two lower types of life : we have 
now to deal with the more arduous path to be trodden by the 
aspirant to the highest life of all, that of “ philosophy/’) He who 
means to pursue the business in earnest must begin in early life 
by being sensible to bodily beauty. If he is directed aright, he 
will first try to “ give birth to fair discourses ” in company with 
one comely person. But this is only the beginning, lie must 
next learn for himself to recognize the kinship of all physical 
beauty and become the lover of “ all beautiful bodies.” Then 
he must duly recognize the superiority of beauty of soul, even 
where there is no outward comeliness to be an index to it. He 
must be “in love ” with young and beautiful souls and try to bring 
to the birth with them “ fair discourses.” Next, he must learn to 
see beauty and comeliness as they are displayed in cVirr/^eiJ/xaTa 
and vofxoi., avocations and social institutions, and perceive the 
community of principle which comely avocations and institutions 
imply. Then he must turn to “ science ” and its intellectual 
beauties, which will disclose themselves to him as a whole wide 
ocean of delights. Here again, he will give birth to “ many a 
noble and imposing discourse and thought in the copious wealth of 
philosophy ” — that is, he will enrich the ” sciences ” he studies with 
liigh discoveries. 

of the y6fioi of Crete, but he knows, of course, that the traditional author 
of them was Minos, who wiis not a god, and so says they may “ in fairness " 
be credited to Zeus (because, according to Homer, Minos “ conversed ” with 
Zeus). 

^ Much unft)i tunate nonsense has been written about the meaning of 
Diotima's a})])arent doubt whether Socrates will be able to follow her as she 
goes on to speak of the “ full and perfect vision " (ra rAea Kal cTroTrri^d, 2Joa i). 
It has even been seriously argued that Idato is here guilty of the arrogance of 
professing that he has reached philosophical heights to which the “ historical " 
Socrates could not ascend. Ever\dhing becomes simple if we remember 
that the actual person sjieakiiig is Socrates, reporting the words of Diotima. 
Socrates is as good as speaking of himself, and naturally, Diotima must not 
say anything tliat would imply that he is already, at the age of thirty, assured 
of “ final perseverance.” In the Phaedo, sp(;aking on the last day of his life 
to a group of fellow-followers of the way, Socrates can without impropriety 
say that he has “ lived as a philosopher to the best of his ]K)wer.” 

^ avrbv KaTavoijaai, 2 iO(i S. The avrov seems to be emphatic. 'J'he neces- 
sity for a " director ” (6 yyorjuef'os) is admitted for the first step of the progress 
only. 'J'he rest of the way must be trodden at one’s own peril, by the “ inner 
light." Yet there is a return to the conception of " combined elfort " at 
2 ioe 6, ^ttI tAs iiricrTT^fias dyayeiv. 

* It is not meant that this widening of outlook must act unfavourably on 
personal affection. The thought is that intelligent delight in the beauty of 
one " fair body " will lead to a quickened perception of beauty in others, 
just as genuine appreciation of your wife's goodness or your friend's wit 
will make you more, and not less alive to the presence of the same qualities in 
others. 
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Even so, we have not reached the goal so far ; we are only now 
coming in sight of it. When a man has advanced so far on the 
quest he will suddenly descry the supreme beauty of which he has 
all along been in search — a beauty eternal, selfsame, and perfect, 
lifted above all mutability. It is no “ body," nor yet even a 
" science " or " discourse " of which beauty could be predicated, 
but that very reality and substance of all beauty of which every- 
thing else we call beauty is a passing " participant " ; the unchang- 
ing light of which all the beauties hitherto discerned are shifting 
reflections (211b), When this light rises above his horizon, the 
pilgrim of Eros is at last " coming to port." The true " life for a 
man " is to live in the contemplation of the " sole and absolute 
Beaut}^ " (6>eo)//€Voj avro to KaXov), by comparison with which all 
the " beauties " which kindle desire in mankind are so much dross. 
Only in intercouse with It will the soul give birth to a spiritual 
offspring which is no "shadow" but veritable "substance," 
because it is now at last " espoused " to very and substantial 
reality.^ This and only this is the true achieving of “ immortality." 
Such was the discourse of Diotima, and Socrates believes it himself 
and would fain persuade others that Eros (" desirous longing ") is 
the truest helper we can have in this quest after immortality. This 
is what he has to offer by way of a eulogy on the " might and 
manhood " of Eros (2i2^-r).“ 

'Fhe meaning of the discourse is clear enough. In the earlier 
stages of the " ascent " which has just been described, we recognize 
at once that "tendance of the soul" or care for one’s "moral 
being " which Plato regularly makes Socrates preach to his young 
friends as the gn'at business of life. That the work of " tendance 
of the soul " must go further than the development of ordinary good 
moral habits and rules, that it demands the training of the intellect 
by familiarity with the highest " science," and that the task of the 
true philosopher is, by his insight into principles, to unify the 
" sciences," and to bring the results of ripe philosophical thinking 
to bear on the whole conduct of life, is the same lesson which is 
taught us in the Republic by the scheme propounded for the educa- 
tion of the philosophic statesman. As in the Republic, the study 
of the separate sciences leads up to the supreme science of " dial- 
ectic " or metaphysics, in which we are confronted with the prin- 
ciples on which all othc'r knowing depends, so here also Socrates 
describes the man who is coming in sight of his goal as descrying 
" one single science " of Beauty ( 2 Jod 7). And in both cases, in the 
final moment of attainment, the soul is described as having got 
beyond " science " itself. Science here passes in the end into 
direct " contact," or, as the schoolmen say, " vision," an apprehen- 

^ 2J2a 'rhe allusion is to the tale of Ixion and the cloud which 

was imposed on him in tlic place of Hera, and from which the Centaurs sprang. 
All loves but the last are. in varying degrees, illusions. 

® 212b, iyK(jOjbLid^ii)v TT]v dvvajJLLv KoX dvdpeiav rod ^pwTos. The dvdpeia is specified 
because the pilgrimage is so long and arduous that it is no easy thing to " play 
the man " to the end of it. It is a warfare against ' flesh and blood.** 
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sion of an object which is no longer knowing about it, knowing 
propositions which can be predicated of it, but an actual possession 
of and being possessed by it. In the Republic, as in the Symposium, 
the thought is conveyed by language borrowed from the “ holy 
marriage " of ancient popular religion and its survivals in mystery- 
cults. Here it is Beauty ” to which the soul is mated ; in the 
Republic it is that good which, though the cause of all being and all 
goodness, is itself “ on the other side of being.'' ^ 

We must not, of course, especially in view of the convertibility 
of the terms Ka\6v and aynOov which is dwelt on more than once in 
our dialogue, be misled into doubting the absolute identity of the 
“ form of good " of the Republic with the avro to KaXov of the 
Symposium. The place assigned to both in the ascent to being 
and reality " is identical, and in both cases the stress is laid on the 
point that when the supreme form " is descried, its apprehen- 
sion comers as a sudden “ revelation," though it is not to be had 
without the long preliminary process of travail of thought, and 
that it is apprehended by " direct acquaintance," not discursive 
" knowledge about " it. It is just in this conviction that all " know- 
ledge about " is only preparatory to a direct scicniia visionis that 
Socrates reveals the fundamental agreement of his conception with 
that of the great mystics of all ages. The " good " or alnn to KaAor 
is, in fact, the ens realissimum of Christian philosophers, in which 
the very distinction between esse and essentia, Sein and So-sein 
falls away. You cannot properly predicate anything of it, because 
it does not " participate " in good or any other " form " ; it is 
its own So-scin. Consequently, the apprehension of it is strictl}^ 
“ incommunicable," since all communication takes the form of 
predication. Eitlier a man possesses it and is himselt possessed 
h\^ it, or he does not, and there is no more to be said. This does 
not mean that the " most real being " is irrational, or that by 
" thinking things out " we are getting further away from it, but it 
does mean that we cannot " rationalize '‘it. We cannot give its 
constituent " formula," so to say, as we could that of an ellipse 
or a cycloid. You might spend eiernity in trying to describe it, and 
all you found to say would be true and reasonable, so far as it 
goes, but its full secret would still elude you ; it would still be 
infinitely rich with undisclosed mystery. As the Christian mystics 
say, God may be apprehended, but cannot b^' comprehended by any 
of His creatures. That is why He is " on the other side of being." 
The " deiform " do not " think about " God, they live Him. This 
does not mean that “ myth " is something in its own nature superior 
to scientific truth, a misconception on which Professor Burnet has 
said all that is necessary. Because " vision " is direct, the content 
of a " tale " or " myth " cannot really convey it. A " tale " is as 
muck a mere form of " knowing about " as a scientific description, 
and as a form of knowing about " it is, of course, inferior. In 

^ Rep. 50869. For the metaphor of the holy marriage," cf. e.g. Rep. 
4906, 49Ga. 
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fact, all the mystics insist on the i)c)iiit tliat the direct vision of 
supreme reality is not only incommunicable, it cannot even b(' 
recalled in memory when the moment of vision has passed. Yon 
arc sure that you “ saw ** ; you cannot tell what you saw even to 
yourself. This is the real reason why, as Ihirnet says, Plato never 
uses “ mythical " language about the “ forms,'’ but only about 
things like the soul, which he regards as half real, partly creatures 
of temporality and change. We should note, however, that tht* 
supreme reality which is apprehended in the culminating vision is 
never said in Plato to be God, but always the supreme “ form.” 
It is the which is the Platonic and Socratic ms rcalissimtim. 

The position of (iod in the philosophy of both seems to me 
ambiguous and not fully thought out. Formally, Plato's God is 
descrilx'd in the Lcuas as a perfectly good soul (dpicrTr} 4'^'Xv)- This 
ought to mean, as Burnet clearly holds it to mean, that God too is 
only half-real, and belongs on one side to the realm of the mutable. 
1 confess that I do not see how to reconcile such a position with the 
religious insistence^ on the eternal and immutable character of God 
which meets us evc^rywhere in Plato. We could not meet the 
difficulty by supposing that God is an imaginative symbol of the 
” good,” since the whole point of Plato’s Theism is, a.s we shall see, 
that it is by the agency of God that the ” partici])ation ” of the 
creatures in the good is made po.ssible. Thus God is not identical 
with the good, and it seems equally impossible to suppose' that God 
is simply a ” creature ” ])articipating in good. 1 can onl}^ suppose 
that there was a really unsolved conflict betw('cn the Platonic 
metaphysics and tlie Platonic religion. In fact, the adjustment 
of th(^ two became a cardinal problem for Plotinus and the Neo- 
platonic succe.ssion.^ We shall not be in a position to deal with 
the topic properly until we come to speak of Plato’s latest written 
works and the “ unwritten doctrines ” expounded in the Academy. 

Plato clearly means, in spile of Diotima’s words of caution, to 
present Socrates in the Symposium as a man who has in his supreme 
hours attained the “vision” for himself, and for that very reason 
impresses his fellow-men by his whole bearing as being not of their 
world though he is in it. We could have inferred at least that 
he was steadily treading the road to “ unification ” with the supreme 
reality from the close correspondence of the description of that 
road by Diotima with what Plato elsewhere represents as his hero’s 
course of life. But naturally enough, Socrates cannot be made to 
boast of the supreme achie\T'ment with his own lips, and this is 
why Alcibiad(\s, the most brilliant living specimen of the “ ambitious 
life,” is introduced at this point. We are to gather from his famous 
narrative of the impression Socrates made on him in their years of 
close intercourse, and the hold the recollections of those years still 

* Tlie Neoplatonic way of dealing with the problem, by making ** The 

One " the source from which vous and its correlate rd voTird directly emanate, 
definitely subordinates the “ forms " to God. Through Augustine this view 
piissed to St. 'riiomas and still T-emams part of I homistic philosophy 
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have on his conscience and imagination, what could not well be said 
in any other way, that Socrates has “seen,*' and that tlic vision 
has left its stamp on his wliole converse with the world. Perhaps 
there is a further thought in Plato’s mind. Socrates, we might 
say, is the man who has renounced the world to find his own eternal 
“ life ” Alcibiadcs. naturally endowed witli all the gifts n-quired 
for “ philosophy,” but a prey to the lusts of the fic.sh and the eye 
and the pride of life, is the man who might have ” seen ” if he 
would, the man who has made th(^ “great refusal” of sacrificing 
the reality for the shadow. He has chosen for the world and has 
all the world can give. We are made to look on the two types: 
side by side, and to listen to the confession of the triumphant 
worldling in the full flush of triumph, that he has chosen the worse? 
part. On the panegyric of Socrates by Alcibiades {2i^a-222h) it 
is not necessary to dwell here. Its importance is for the under- 
standing of the characters of Socrates and of Alcibiades, not for 
any contribution it makes to our comprehension of the Socratic or 
the Platonic philosophy. It shows us Socrates in act following the 
route of the pilgrimage already described by Diotirna. One should, 
of course, note, in order to avoid .some strange misconcc'ptions, that 
the famous story told by Alcibiades of his own “ temptation ” of 
Socrates {2i6d-2i()d) is meant to go back to a time when Alcibiades, 
who fought in the cavalry before Potidaea in 431-30, was still a 
mere boy, little more than a child (2Jyb). We must date tlie events 
somewhere between 440 and 435, wdien Socrates would be in the 
earlier thirties. This being so, it is important to obsc'rve that even 
then his fame for wisdom was such that Alcibiades could think no 
price too high to pay for the benefit of ” hearing all that he knew,” 
We must also, of course, understand that SocratciS is to be thought 
of as a man still young enough to feel the charm of beauty in its 
full force, and to feel it in the way characteristic of the society of 
his age, but too full of high thoughts to be vanquished by “ the 
mo.st opportune place, the strong’st suggestion his w^orser genius 
can.” He moves through a brilliant and loose-living society like a 
Sir Galahad, not because he is not a man of genuine flesh and blood, 
but because his heart is engaged elsewhere, and he has none to span* 
for light loves.” This testimony, coming from Plato, is enough 
to dispose once and for all of the later gossip of Aristoxenus and 
the Alexandrians who collected such garbage. We must also, I 
think, with Burnet, recognize that the i)rominence given to the 
account of Socrates’ “ rapt ” for four-and-twenty hours at Potidaea 
(220C-d) is intended to suggest that this was the outstanding 
“ ecstasy ” of his life, and left an ineffaceable mark on his whole 
future. It can hardly be a coincidence that the earliest “ mission- 
ary ” effort of Socrates related by Plato, his attempt to convert 
Charmides, is dated immediately after his return from the campaign 
of Potidaea.^ For the rest, Socrates’ remarkable power of adapting 

^ Greek Philosophy, Part 130, 138-1^2 ; L.R.E. xi. 670, col. i. Professor 
Burnet has fallen into an oversight in the first of these passages when he makes 
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himself in appearance to the tone and manner of the world, and 
yet contriving without any visible effort to bring with him the 
suggestion of being all the while in constant contact with the other 
“ unseen ** world which is at once so near and so far is one of the 
best-known characteristics of the greatest “ contemplatives ; the 
stress laid on the point helps to strengthen our conviction that we 
are presented with a realistic portrait of an actual man. ( I'lie same 
adaptability is noted as eminently distinctive of Xavier by his bio- 
graphers. Xavi(‘r recalls Socrates too by the gaiety " of which the 
biographers speak as the most striking feature of his conversation.) 

On the description of the scene of revelry with which the 
“ bancjuet ends, I need only make one remark. We are told 
[22'^d) that when the new morning broke, Socrates, Aristophanes, 
and Agathon were the only persons in the party who were equal to 
continuing the conversation, and that Socrates was left by Aris- 
todemus tr3dng to convince the two dramatists that the man who 
can compose a tragedy r€x»7/, “by his art,” can also compose a 
comedy. Much ingenuity has becui wasted on the interpretation of 
this remark, and it has even been supposed to be a kind of prophecy 
of Shakespeare’s “ tragi-comedies,” which arc ncuther tragedies, 
nor yet comedicjs in the sense in which we give that name to the 
brilliant personal burles(iues of the Attic “ old comedians.” The 
real meaning lies on the surface. As we have seen, Socrates dis- 
sented from tile, current view that poets are crod^oi and their pro- 
ductions works of conscious “ art.” He held that tlu'y depend on 
“ genius ” or ” inspiration,” and cannot thems('lv(‘s explain their 
own happiest insi)iratioiis. His point is thus that the inability of 
Agathon to compose; comedies and of Aristophanes to write tragedies, 
is a ])roof that neitlu;r of them is a fro<^o?, working with conscious 
mastery of an “ art.” Both are the instruments of a ” genius ” 
which masters them, not wielders of a tool of which they are masters, 
riie passage should really be quoted, not as an excuse for gush 
about Shakespeare, but as an illustration of what Socrates says in 
the Apoloi;y about his attempts to ” refute the oracle ” by finding 
a (ro</><Is among the poets and their failure. In fact, he fails here. 
His two auditors are half asleep after their night of merriment and 
“ do not quite take the point ” (ou a-<f)6^pa iTrop.ivov<; 2,2'^d 6 ). 

See further : 
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the rapt ” take place at a time of “ hard frost.” The time was hiuh .summer 
(Symp. 22od i). 



CHAPTER X 


THE PROTAGORAS 

I F there is any Platonic dialogue which can challenge the 
claim of the Symposium to he its author s dramatic chef 
(Vociivre it is the Protagoras, with its brilliant full-length 
portrait of the famous I^rotap)ras and its mirthful sketches of the 
two minor “ sophists/' Prodicus and Hippias. I'he very life-like- 
ness of the narrative has led to grave misunderstanding of the 
philosophical significance of the dialogue. It has been assumt'd that 
so lively a work must be a youthful composition, and this has led 
to the further supposition that its teaching must be “ undeveloped," 
as compared with that of e.g. the Gorgias. By way of providing 
Plato with a crude “ early ethical doctrine," for the Gorgias to 
correct, it has then been discovered that the Protagoras teaches the 
Hedonism of Beiitham, a misconception which makes the right 
understanding of its purpose wholly impossible. Wc; shall see, 
as we proceed, that the dialogue docs not teach Hedonism at all ; 
what it does teach is something quite different, the Socratic thesis 
that "all the virtues are one thing— knowledge," and that its 
philosophical purpose is simply to make it clear that this thesis is 
the foundation of the whole Socratic criticism of life. The ab- 
surdity of regarding the dialogue as a juvenile performance is 
sufficiently shown by the perfect mastery of dramatic technique 
which distinguishes it. No beginner, however endowed with gcmius, 
produces such a masterpiece of elaborate art without earlier ex})eri- 
ences of trial and failure. He has first to learn the use of his tools. 
And it is worth noting that Aristotle must have regarded the 
dialogue as a particularly ripe and masterly exposition of the 
Socratic moral theory, since he has taken directly from it his own 
account in the Ethics of the characteristic doctrines of Socrates.^ 

^ ii.iV. 111664, Socrates thought that courage is knowledge, a reference 
to the lengthy treatment of this point at Prota^\ ft. (rather than, as 

suggested by Burnet in his commentary on the Ethics, to the Laches) ; 1 1446 18, 
Socrates held that all the “ virtues ” are fl)povri<jtis (an allusion probably to 
the assertion of this in Protagoras and Phaedo) ; 1 1456 23 ff., Socrates denied 
that there is such a state as dspaaia in which “ passion ” commits a ” rape ” 
on judgment, Seivbv ydp CTriaTrjiXTjs ivovarjs, ws (pero 2 ., fiXXo rt KpaTclv Kal TrepU\K€LV 
ws dvhpdTTobov (a verbal allusion to Protag. 352c) ; 1 1476 15, ovb' ai'iTTj {sc. i) 
Kvpta iiriaTitiiLr}) TrepleXKerai did rd irdffos (another echo of the same passage) ; 
1164a 24, on Protagoras' method of charging for his services, looks like a loose 
reminiscence of Protag. 3286 6-c 2 ; E.N. 11096 6 Ls a plain reminiscence of 
Protag. 325^^ 6 ; E.E. 1229a 15 is a direct allusion to Protag. ^Ood 4, as is also 
1230a 7 ff. ; 12466 34 echoes Protag. 352c. Though Aristotle never names the 
dialogue, he evidently appreciatecl its importance. 

235 



236 PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

In form, the dialogue is once more a narrated drama, but, like 
the Republic, with a slightly less complicated formula than the 
Symposium. Socrates himself gives an unnamed friend, with 
whom he me.ets in a public place in Athens, an account of a brilliant 
company from whom he has only just parted. The method of 
indirect narration is once more necessary, because Plato wishes to 
impress it on us that the date of the gathering was before his own 
time. From the jocular opening remarks we learn that Alcibiades 
is only just becoming old enough to be spoken of as a “ man." 
Since Alcibiades served at Potidaea in ^31, this will take us back 
at least to the beginning of his “ephebate." which cannot be put 
later than 433. and is more naturally put at least a year or two 
earlier. (For it would be unreasonable to suppose that he must 
have been called out for a hard and distant service as soon as he 
had the minimum age qualification.) Thus we an^ at a period 
before the opening of ihn Archidamian war. This accounts for the 
presence, on the most friendly terms, of distinguished men belong- 
ing to states shortly to be official enemies of Athens, and for the 
complete absence of any hint that inter-state relations arc in any 
way disturbed. (Hippias of Elis could hardly be made to glorify 
Athens as he does at 336^-338^;, and to preach a homily on the 
" internationalism ” of Ktiltur if the war-clouds were already gather- 
ing.) The time is thus the Periclean age ; Athens is at the very 
height of her opulence and glory, and Socrates must be thought 
of as a man of about thirty- five. Of the other figures in the drama, 
the most important, Protagoras of Abdera, is an older man. He 
says (317c) that he is advanced in years and might easily be the 
father of any one present, and subsequently (320c) alleges his 
superior age as a graceful excuse for conveying his views in a fable, 
"as a man may in talking to his juniors." Thus we are directed 
to think of him as a generation or so older than Socrates, and there- 
fore a man at any rate, approaching sixty-five.* Prodicus and 
Hippias will be roughly men of Socrates' age. The scene is laid 
in the hou.se of the famous " millionaire " Callias, son of Hipponicus, 

1 This would throw back tlie birth of Protagoras to some time not very 
far from 500 u.c. and make him a contemporary of Anaxagoras. "I he Alex- 
andrian chronologists made him some fifteen years younger, and tliey have 
mostly been followed by modern writers. It seems to me, as to Professor 
Burnet, that we must accept Plato's statement. He must have known 
whether Protagoras really belonged to the generation before Socrates, and could 
have no motive for misrepresentation on such a point. All through the 
dialogue the advanced age of Protagoras is kept before the reader's mind, 
so that Plato is not simply falling into an oversight. J’hc Alexandrians 
obviouslv depend on one of their usual arbitrary constructions. The founda- 
tion of d hurii (444) WeXs their regular " fixed era " for events of the F^ericlean 
ape. and as Protagoras was known to have had to do with legislating for 
'J hiirii. they fixed his dKiuLf) to the year of its foundation, 'the restoration 
of Protagoras to his true date enables us finally to dispose of the fable of his 
prosecution (in 415 or in 41 1) for “ impiety," a story which bears the marks 
of its futility on its face. From the references of the Meno we see that Pro- 
tagoras must have died during the Archidamian war, and that he ended his 
life in high general repute. 
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of whom we read in the Apology that he had spent more money on 
“ sophists " than any living man. He must be supposed to be 
quite young, since his activity as a man of affairs begins at a much 
later date. Aristophanes makes a topical joke about his presence 
at the battle of Arginusae and his renown as a lady-killer in the 
Frogs ^ (405 B.C.). In the speech of Andocides on the Mysteries 
he figures as the villain of the story, the party who, according to 
Andocides, is instigating the prosecution in pursuance of a personal 
grudge, and we hoar endless scandal about his domestic affairs. 
From Lysias xix. (delivered between 390 and 387) we learn that the 
family capital, which had once been believed to amount to two 
hundred talents, had now shrunk to two. (We must take into account 
the economic revolution which followed on the collapse of Athens 
in 404.) We hear of Callias from time to time in the llcllcnica of 
Xcnoplion. He was commanding the Athenian force at Corinth 
on the famous occasion (390 B.c.) when Iphicrates cut up the Spartan 
mora with his peltasts {op. cit. iv. 5, 13), and was one of the repre- 
sentatives of Athens at the critical congress held at Sparta early 
in 371, two or three months before the battle of Leuctra. Hence 
the agreement then concluded between the Athenian and Pelo- 
ponnesian confederacies has been generally known as the “ reac(‘ 
of Callias.” His important social position at Athens can be gauged 
from the facts that he held by heredity the position of ” Torch- 
bearer ” in the Edeusinian mysteries and proxemis, or, as we might 
say, ” Consul ” for Sparta. For a proper historical appreciation 
of Socrates it is important to note that Plato represents him, at 
this early date, as associating with pc'rsons like (dillias and Alci- 
biadcs, both connected with the Periclean circle, on equal terms, 
and being in high consideration with both them and the most 
eminent of the foreign ” wits.” ^ 

We cannot rate too high the importance of the Protagoras 
as the fullest and earliest exposition of the character and aims of the 
sophistic ” education in goodness.” Nowhere else in Greek litera- 
ture have wc an account of the matter comparable for a moment 
to that which Plato has put into the mouth of Protagoras himself. 
There is really no reason why we should feel any distrust of the 
strict ” historicity ” of the statements. Plato stood near enough 
to the Periclean age to be excellently well informed of the facts. 
He could form his conclusions not merely from what he might be 
told by men of an elder generation who had known Protagoras, or 
actually taken his course, but from the work or works of the dis- 
tinguished sophist himself. (The silly talc of their destruction is 
refuted not only by the way in which it is assumed in the llieae- 
ietus that all the parties to that conversation are familiar with 

* Frogs, 432. For an earlier Aristophanic allusion to Callias as a spendthrift 
and coureur de femmes, cf. Birds, 284—6. He had already been attacked as a 
“ waster ” and patron of sophists by Eupolis in his K<iXaAe5 (421 b.c.). 

* See the compliment paid him by Protagoras at 36 1<?, and observe that 
It is assumed to be based on an acquaintance begun still earlier on a former 
visit of Protagoras to Athens, 
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tliem, but by the express statement of Isocrates.^) He stood far 
enough away from it to have no personal motive for misrepresenta- 
tion of any kind, and, in point of fact, the personality and the ideas 
of Protagoras are treated all through the dialogue with respect and 
understanding, though wc are made to see what his limitations 
are. His exposition of his programme is done with as much 
“ gusto ” as anything in the whole of Plato’s works ; so much so 
that some wortliy modern critics have even discovered that Prota- 
goras is the real hero of the dialogm^ who is meant to be commended 
at the expense of the doctrinaire Socrates. Preposterous as this 
exegesis is, the fact that it has been given in good faith is the best 
proof that the dialogue is no satirical caricature, so far as Prota- 
goras is concerned. H(^ is depicted as a man of high aims and 
sincere belief in the value of the education he gives ; his one mani- 
fest foible is that he is not conscious of his own limitations, and in 
that respect, according to the Apology, he is only on a level with 
all the other “ celebrities ” of the Periclean age. 

If we discount the little exchange of pleasantries bt^tween 
Socrates and his unnamed ac(tuaintance {y.)(^a-^ioc), which merely 
serves the purpose of dating the interview of Socrates and Prota- 
goras by reference to the age of Alcibiades at thti time^, the dialogue 
falls into the following main sections : (i) an introductory narrative, 
j)rcparatory to the apjX'arance of Protagoras on the scene {310a- 
3i()(;f.) ; (2) a statement by Protagoras of the nature of the “ good- 
ness ” he professes to be able to teach, followed by a series of 
“ sceptical doubts ” urged by Socrates against the possibility of 
such an education, which are, in their turn, replied to by Protagoras 
at great length (3j6h-32Sd) ; (3) an argument between Socrates 
and Protagoras leading up to the Socratic paradox " of the unity 
of the virtues, which threatens to end in an irreconcilable dis- 
agreement i32Sd-~334c) ; (4) a long interlude in which the con- 
versation resolves itself for a time into the discussion of a moralizing 
poem of Simonides (334C-348C) ; (5) resumption of the argument 
begun in (3), with the further developments that the one thing 
to which all forms of “ goodness ” reduce is seen to be “ knowledge,” 
and the consequence is drawn that ” all wrong-doing is error ” 
(3486-3606') ; (6) a brief page of conclusion in which both parties 
to the discussion admit the need of further inquiry and take leave 
of one another with many courtesies (36or-362a). This general 
analysis of itself shows that th(^ central purpose of the dialogue is 
to exhibit clearly the ultimate ethical ])resuppositions of the Socratic 
morality and the ” sophistic ” morality at its best, and to show 
exactly when? they arc in irreconcilable opposition. The one 
serious exegetical problem we shall have to face is that of discovering 
the connexion of the discussion of the poem of Simonides with what 
precedes and follows. 

‘ Isoc. X. 2, vOv TLS iffTLV ovTias 6\pLjiia0rjS, 6(7Tis ovk otSe llpiorayopav kuI rods 
•’ eKCLvov rbv yevopAvovs <7o0«rrdy, kolI roiavra Kai ttoXv roiWufp 
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I. Introductory Narrative (3ioa-3i6fl). — ^The narrative is 
given in a tone of humour marked by touches of satire, 'which is 
directed not against Protagoras but against the excessive adulation 
bestowed on him by his younger admirers, and to a less degree 
against the self-importance of second-rate “ professors " of the 
type of Prodicus. Its main object, however, is to insist on the 
great importance of education in goodness,** if such an education 
is to be had, and thus to raise our interest to the appropriate pitch, 
before Protagoras and his programme are actually put before us. 
Socrates has l)een roused from sleep in the “ small hours " by his 
young friend IIippocrat(‘s, who has just heard of the arrival of 
Protagoras, and is anxious not to lose a moment in getting an intro- 
duction to him and putting himself under his tuition. As it is 
still too early to think of disturbing the great man, Socrates and 
the lad walk about for a time in the avXrj of Socrates* house, con- 
versing to pass the time. The drift of the conv(Tsation is that by 
proh'ssion Protagoras is a “ sophist,** but Hippocrates is not pro- 
posing to study under him in order to enter the “ profession ’* 
itself ; he would be degrading himself by such a course. His 
object is, like that of the pupil of an ordinary schoolmaster or 
trainer, to get ** culture ** {iraMu) as a free gentleman should. 
That is to say, he is about to put his “ soul ** into the hands of a 
professional “ sophist ** to be “ tended.” ('riie point intended is 
that ” culture '* is a much more serious thing than is commonly 
supposed. It really means the moulding of the ” soul *' for good or 
ill.) Hence, before we tak(' such a risk, we ought to be quite clear 
on the point ” what a sophist is.** i.e. to what ends it is his profession 
to shape us. He is a (To<f)(k or ” wit,’* as his name shows, ^ but we 
might say as much of a painter. We want to know further on what 
his ” wit ** is exercised, of ze/hal accomplishment he is master. 
Hippocrates makes the obvious suggestion that the particular 
accomplishment of the sophist is the skilful use of speech — the 
” art ” which, in fact, the pupils of Protagoras were specially 
anxious to learn from him. But any skilled professional can speak 
well and to the point about his own technicality, and in teaching us 
that technicality, he will make us also able to speak properly about 
it. Thus the all-important question is, What is it of which a 
“sophist ” as such is by profession a teacher? — and Hippocrates 
cannot answer this question (312^).“ 

Clearly then, Hippocrates is taking a great risk and taking it 
^ ^I2c. It is assumed that the popular etymology of aoeftLarr}^ made it a 
derivative from (ro06s and eiS^vai, (ro(f>i<TT7}s — o rCou (ro(f>C)v iarri^. 

* Hippocrates makes the suggestion that the “sophist's” speciality is 
to be deivbs \ly€Lv, of course, because the special skill of which Protagoras 
notoriously boasted was the power to “ make the weaker argument the 
stronger,” by stating the case forcibly and plausibly. “ Advocacy ” is what 
the young men of Athens pay ITotagoras to teach them. Socrates’ point is 
that the worth of his teaching as a “ culture for the soul ” depends on w/iaf 
he “ advocates ” and teaches others to advocate. Even from the most utili- 
tarian point of view, to be a clever advocate is not the one and only requisite 
for a statesman. 
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in the dark. He would be slow to trust the care of his body to a 
particular adviser, and would do all he could to be sure of such a 
man’s competence before he became his patient. How much more 
foolish to put that much more precious thing, his soul, into the hands 
of a recently arrived foreigner, without any consultation with older 
and more responsible friends and relatives, and actually without 
knowing the real character of the stranger’s profession ! We might 
suggest that the sophist is by profession a sort of importer and 
retailer (tfnrofnk ns tj KaTTy)kik) of foreign articles of spiritual diet 
(a suggestion taken up again with a good deal of humour in a much 
later dialogue, the Sophisks). The “ food of the spirit ” is, of 
course, “studies" or “sciences" (/uLa^yy/xara) , and we need to 
guard against the risk that the purveyor of this sustenance may 
deceive us, as other vendors oftcai do. about the quality of his 
merchandise, llie ordinary vendor praises the whoksomcness of 
his wares, but without really knowing anything about the matter. 
You would do well to take the advic(^ of a medical man before you 
])atronize him. So if one could find a “ physician of souls," it 
would be desirable to take his advice before patronizing the spiritual 
wares vended by Protagoras. I'his is all the more important that 
yo\i cannot carry away samples of his wares, as you might of a 
food for the body, aricl exainini^ them at your leisure before con* 
suming them. “ Sci(‘nces " have to be taken direct from the 
vendor into the soul itself, and if they are unsound articles the 
mischief is thus doiK; at the very time of purchase. You and I, 
says Socrates, are still too young ^ to judge for ourselves what is 
whol(‘soine diet for the mind. Ihit we can, at any rate, go and 
h(‘ar what Protagoras has to say about his mcu'chandise, and take 
the advice of others accordingly, befon* we commit ourselves 

We need not delay over the lively description of the scene in 
the house of Callias. the crowd of visitors, and the figures of those 
lesser lights Prodicus and Hippias. Some of the party must 
have bei'ii mere boys ; Socratc*s says this, in so many words, of 
Agattion, and it must be as true of Charmidcs, who was still a mere 
lad in tlie year of Potidaea. Plato has been reprimanded for 
making fun of the invalidism of Prodicus, but for all we know, 
Prodicus may really have been a malade imaginaire at whom it is 
(piite fair to laugh. It is interesting to note that all the speakers 
of the Symposium are presiait c‘xcept Aristo])hanes, who would 
be little more' than a child at the supposed date of our dialogue. 

* T)fx^h yap 'In lioi. Note the repeated insistence on the comparative 
youth of Socrates. Plato is determined that wc shall not forget the date to 
which he has assigned the conversation. 1 should suppose that his reason is 
that he knew or believed that Socrates, as a fact, did meet lYotagoras at this 
date, and that this was the most important occasion on which the two met, 
just as h(' mentions in the Phaedo that Socrates first learned Anaxagoras' 
doctrine about vovs from hearing some one “read aloud," as he said, “from 
a book of Anaxagoras," simply in order to make the historical point that the 
two men had not ac tually met. 
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(I should have mentioned in speaking of the Symposium that Aris- 
tophanes must be the youngest of the speakers in that dialogue, a 
man of about twenty-eight.) 

II. T HE Programme oi* Protagoras (3166-328^/). — As soon 
as Protagoras makes his appearance, Socrates, who already knows 
him personally, opens the business on which he has come. His 
young, well-born, and wealthy friend Hippocrates lias political 
aspirations which he thinks might be furthered by studying und(T 
Protagoras. But a preliminary interview is desirable. lYotag 
oras is of the same opinion, and is glad of the chancc' of (explaining 
his aims as a teacher, since the profession is one in which a man 
cannot be too careful of his own reputation. Men feel a natural 
ill-will towards a brilliant stranger wh(ai they see the young men 
of promis(' preferring his company and instructions to those of 
their own most eminent countrymen. This is why all the most 
influential “ educatc^rs have preferred to disguise their real 
practice, from Homer’s time on. and have professed to be poets, 
physicians, musicians, anything but what they really are. Protag- 
oras plumes himself on his own courage in taking the opposite 
course and frankly avowing that his calling is to educate men.” 
His boldness has proved th(‘ wiser course, for in a long professional 
career he has escaped all serious consequences of the popular 
prejudice,^ So he has nothing to conceal and is ready to expound 
his aims with complete frankness. The whole company thereupon 
forms itself into an audience for the promised exposition. 

Socrates now repeats tlu' question he had already put to Hippo- 
crates ; what precise benefit may be ex|)ected from study under 
Protagoras ? The answer Protagoras gives is that a pupil who 
comes to him will go away daily ” better than he came,” (318a. 
This establishes the formal equivalence of the notions of ” educat- 
ing men ” and ” teaching goodness.”) But this statement needs 
to be made more precise. Any master of a speciality might say 
as much. If you studied under Zeuxipjms, you would improve — 
in drawing, if under Orthagoras — in flute-] )laying. But in what 
will you improve daily if you study under Protagoras ? The 
question, says Protagoras, is rightly and fairly put, and the answer 
is that his pupil will daily improve, not in knowledge of astronomy 
or geometry (like the pupils of the polymath Hippias), but in what 
is the great concern of life, ” prudence in the management of one’s 
private affairs and capacity to speak and act in the affairs of the 
city.” That is, Protagoras undertakes to teach us not how to be 

^ 31 66-31 7c. Protagoras is, of course, speaking playfully when he suggests 
that Homer, Simonides, and others were really “ sophists " who tried to 
I'scape unpopularity by passing themselves off for something different. 
But we may infer from his remarks (i) that the popular, and very natural, 
feeling against the professional sophist really existed in Athens in the Periclean 
age, and is not. as Grote suppo.sed, an invention of Plato and the Socratic 
men ; (2) that Protagoras was actually the first man avowedly to practise 
the ** educating of men " or teaching of goodness " as a paid profession. 
Unless these are facts, there is no point in what Plato makes him say. 
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good specialists, but how to be good men, and what, to a Pcriclean 
Athenian, is the same thing, good active citizens. He is really 
claiming to be able to teach statesmanship ” (319^*). (This, 
of course, was precisel}^ what aspiring young Athenians paid him 
to teach them.) 

11 lore can be no doubt that this is the most important thing a 
man could teach, if it is really true that statesmanship can be 
taught. But Socrates feels a perplexity on the question wliether 
statesmanship is teachable. It is hard to disbelieve in the claims 
of a famous man like Protagoras who has been pursuing his pro- 
fession for so many years ; on the other hand, there are considera- 
tions which make tlie other way, and Socrates now prop{)ses to 
state them. We must observe that he does not undertake to prove 
that statesmanship cannot be taught, nor does he commit himself 
to any of the views he goes on to present. He merely urges that, 
seeing the quarter from which they come, they cannot be simply 
dismissed, but have to be met. The argument is one from what 
Aristotle calls et/cora, the probabilities of the case. 

The Athenians have a great name for being a “clever “ people, 
and it is not likely that an opinion held very strongly by such a 
people should be a mere dehrsion. Now the Athenian public would 
appear to hold that “ goodness “ cannot be taught. For it is singular 
that though they will only accept public advice on what are 
admittedly matters for expert knowledge from prop(Tly qualified 
advisers, they listen to an opinion on tlie statesmanship of a pro- 
posed course of action without any such regard for qualifications, 
riiey will listen, on a point of naval construction, to no one 
who is not known either to be an expert himself or to have 
studied under experts. But when the issue is one of statesman- 
ship — that is, one of the goodn(\ss or badness, the rightfulness or 
wrongfulness, of a proposed public act — they treat any one man s 
opinion as equally deserving of a h('aring with another's ; they 
make no demand here that a man shall be an approved “expert “ 
or have learned from one. 

And this is not merely the attitude of the “ general “ ; the 
individuals who are regarded as our wisest and best statesmen show 
by their conduct that they hold the same view. They neither 
teach their own “ goodness “ to their sons nor procure masters of 
it for them, but leave it to chance whether the young men will pick 
up this goodness for themselves. The example selected, in this 
instance, is that of Pericles. Thus Socrates argues the case by 
appealing, in Aristotelian fashion, first to the opinion of the “ many “ 
and then to that of the “ wise,” the acknowledged experts. It is 
not likely that a very widespread conviction should be merely 
baseless ; it is not likely that the convictions of “ experts ” should 
be merely baseless ; it is still less likely that both pa.rties should 
be victims of the same delusion. The point is raised simply as a 
difficulty ; Socrates is quite ready to listen to a proof from Protag- 
oras that, after all, both parties are wrong. The question is thus 
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not whether goodness can be taught or not, but whether Protagoras 
can satisfy Socrates that it is teachable, in other words, whether 
goodness can be taught on the principles and by the methods of 
Protagoras. 

In dealing with the reply of Protagoras, we must be careful 
to remember that his case is not established by the mere fact that 
there is a great deal of truth in what he says, so far as it goes. 
What is required is that he should make out sufficient justification 
for his claim to be able to teach statesmanship as a speciality, 
exactly as another man might teach geometry or medicine. If 
we keep this point carefully in view, it will be found that, though 
what Protagoras says is true enough, as a vindication of his own 
claim it is a complete ignoratio elenchi. 

He begins by indicating his position by means of a fable about 
the culture-hero Prometheus. At the making of living creatures, 
Epimetheus was charged with the work of distributing the various 
means of success in the “ struggle for existence among them ; 
Prometheus was to act as supervisor and critic. Epimetheus 
managed the distribution so badly that when he came to deal with 
mankind, the various serviceable qualities had already been used 
up on the lower animals ; none were left for man, who would thus 
have been helpless and defenceless if Prometheus had not stolen 
from heaven fire and the knowledge of industrial arts. (In plainer 
words, man is not equipped for self-preservation by a system of 
elaborate congenital instincts, and he is handicapped also by physical 
inferiority : he has to depend for survival on intelligence.) In the 
“ state of nature," however, intelligence and the possession of lire 
were not enough to secure men against their animal competitors ; 
they had further to associate themselves in " cities," and this gave 
occasion for all kinds of aggression on one another. (One may 
compare Rousseau's speculations about the opportunity given by 
the social impulses of mankind to the exploitation of the many by 
the able and unscrupulous few.) Hence Zeus intervened to preserve 
the human race by sending Hermes to bestow on them SUrj and 
atSu)?, the sense of right and conscience. But Zeus expressly 
commanded that these gifts were not to be confined, like e.g, skill 
in medicine, to a few specialists ; they were to be distributed to 
every one, since " political association " is impossible on any other 
terms (322^^). Hence the behaviour of the Atlienian ecclesia, which 
has surprised Socrates, is reasonable and right. " Political good- 
ness " is wholly a matter of justice and "temperance," and no 
member of the community is a layman or outsider where justice 
and temperance are concerned ; every " citizen," in fact, is an 
expert in the virtues. This is also why we expect a man who is a 
layman in other accomplishments to confess the fact, and ridicule 
him if he pretends to an accomplishment which he does not possess. 
But when it comes to " justice," or " temperance," or any other 
" goodness of a citizen," we expect a man to pretend to it, even if 
he does not possess it ; hypocrisy is a tribute we expect vice to 
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pay to virtue (323c). Similarly we may easily satisfy ourselves 
that the Athenian people really believe that “ goodness ” can and 
must be taught, by reflecting that they never admonish ” or 
“ correct ” those who suffer from defects which they cannot help. 
A man is not reprimanded or corrected for being ugly or undersized 
or sickly ; he is pitied. But men are properly reprimanded and 
puuish(/d for moral delinquencies, and the whole object is that the 
reprimand or punishment may be a lesson '' to the offender or to 
others not to offlaid in the future. The very existence of criminal 
justice is thus proof that “ goodness is held to be something 
whicli can be taught (323^-324^/). (This does not mean that either 
Protagoras or Plato rejects the retributive theory of punish- 
ment. The “ retributive theory means simply that before a 
man can be held liable to punishment, he must by his acts have 
given you the right to punish him. You are not entitled to inflict 
a penalty simpl^^ because you think the suffering of it would 
“ do the man good " ; the penalty must be preceded by the 
commission of an offence. No sane theory of the right to punish 
can ignore this.) 

The little fable about Prometheus has already revealed Protag- 
oras to us as a strong believer in the vi('w that morality is 
dependent on ro//,o9, the system of conventions and traditions 
embodied in the “ usages ” of a civilized community. As we follow 
his explanation we shall find him laying still more stress on this 
point. Like Hobbes, he holds that in a “ state of nature,"' there 
would be no morality to sj)eak of, and th(i lack of it would make 
human life poor, nasty, brutish, and short." He declares himself 
strongly opposed to the view of some of his rivals, that " citizen 
goodness " is a thing that comes by " nature," in other words, 
that men are born good or bad. He is wholly without any belief 
in the moral goodness of the unspoiled " savage " and, in fact, 
looks on morality as a product of civilization, a matter of imbibing 
a sound social tradition. Such a view would seem to suggest that, 
since, as we have just been told, every civilized man has to be a 
" specialist " in justice and temperance, there is no room and no 
need for the expert teacher of goodness, a conclusion which would 
make Protagoras’ own professional activities superfluous. Hencci 
he goes on, at once, to explain that he does not mean to deny that 
goodness can be taught or that there are expert teachers of it. 
You do not imbibe it unconsciously ; it is a thing which comes by 
teaching and training (323^/). His position is that, in a civilized 
society, life is one long process of being taught goodness, and every 
citizen is, in his degree, an expert teacher. But there are a few 
exceptionally able teachers with a special vocation for their function, 
who do what every good citizen is doing, but do it better, and Protag- 
oras himself is simply one of these. 

In support of this view he makes an eloquent and telling speech 
on the educational process to which the civilized man is all through 
life subjected, as a consequence of the very fact that he is a member 
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ot a society with social traditions. Even in infancy parents, nurses, 
servants, are all busy teaching a child by precept and example that 
“ this is right ” and that is wrong/' The elementary school- 
master next takes up the same task, d'he boy’s reading lessons are 
passages from the poets, full of sound moral instruction, and the 
preceptors from whom he learns to read and write and tune his 
lyre pay more attention to his conduct than to anything else?. So 
the trainer in bodily exercises makes it his prime business to teach 
hardihood and manliness of temper, the first requisites of a future 
soldier. When “ school days ” are over, and the boy enters on 
manhood, the city by its laws sets before him a rule for the whole 
conduct of his life, and penalizes him if he does not learn from this 
rule how to govern and be governed." Thus the citizen’s life 
is one unbroken progressive process of learning goodness (325^-326^). 
It is this very universality of the teaching which explains the puzzk' 
about the sons of statesmen. If any of the " accomplishments ’’ 
of which Socrates had spoken, for example flute-pla3nng, were held 
by some community to be so important that eve ry citizen must 
acquire it, and every one was anxious to communicate his own 
knowledge of it to others, what would happen ? The citizens of 
such a community would not all be first-rate performers. Any oik' 
of them would be a much better performer than an average member 
of a community which did not insist on the accomplishment ; but 
the very universality of the instruction would lead to differences 
between the individual citizens, based on their more or less marked 
natural aptitude. Where the means of instruction were open to all, 
and their use compulsory for all, proficiency would be most mani- 
festly in proportion to aptitude. If no one but the son of a musician 
learned music, or no one but the son of an expert in " goodness ’’ 
learned goodness, we might reasonably expect that the sons of 
musicians would always be our most successful musicians and the 
sons of " good men ’’ our best men. Just because every one 
" learns," this does not occur in an actual society, and Socrates’ 
paradox is thus seen to be no paradox at all. If he would compare 
the worst men in a civilized society, like that of Athens, not with 
imaginary " noble savages," but with real savages, he would soon 
discover on which side the superiority lies (326^-327^?). And as for 
his argument that there is no provision of a special class of expert 
teachers of goodness, we may reply that neither are there special 
experts to whom a child has to be sent to learn to speak its mother- 
tongue, or to whom the son of an artisan must be apprenticed to 
learn his father’s business. In both cases, the child picks up the 
knowledge from its " social environment." Besides, there are 
some men, like Protagoras himself, who have a special and superior 
gift for teaching goodness, and their pupils do make exceptional 
progress (327^-328^^). 

The reply to Socrates’ doubts looks plausible, and has apparently 
traversed all the points of his case. But the plausibility is, after all, 
only apparent. If we look more closely, we shall see that the 
9 
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whole argument depends on simply identifying goodness with 
the actual traditions of an existing civilized state. What you do 
imbibe, as Protagoras has said, from parents, servants, school- 
masters, daily intercourse with your fellow-Athenians, is nothing 
but the the social tradition, of the group in which you live. 

In a different social group, at Megara for example, the same in- 
fluences of the social environment would be equally powerful, but 
the type of character they would tend to produce would be in 
many ways different. Thus the theory expounded by I^rotagoras 
can only be accepted as satisfactory if one assumes, as he has tacitly 
done, that morality is entirely relative,'’ that is, that there is no 
moral standard morci ultimate than the standard of respectability 
current in a given society. If this is conceded, Protagoras has 
made out his main contention that " goodness ” can b(', and actually 
is, learned as a consc'quencc of birth into a society with a definite* 
tradition. But tlu! whole point of the Socratic identification of 
morality with “ knowledge ” is that morality is not any more 
“ relative " than g(‘ometry. The traditions of Athens are no mon* 
an ultimate standard in matters of right and wrong than they are 
in questions of matluunatics. In other words, what Protagoras 
really means by “ goodness,'* if his argument is to be conclusive, 
is just the mt'dit'y of uncriticized traditions which Socrates calls in 
the Phaedo ‘'popular goodness" and opposes to "philosophic 
goodru'ss," as the imitation to the reality. Goodness, as Socrates 
understands it, is a matter not of traditions but of insight into 
principles. Now this, to be sure, is " knowledge," and must there- 
fore be ca[)able of being taught. But the kind of goodness Protag- 
oras must have in mind when he says that any Atlumian citizen, 
as such, is a teacher of it, is something which, as his own illustration 
about the boy who picks up his fatiu'r’s trade rather naivi'ly in- 
dicates, is not got by teaching of principles at all, but merely picked 
up, in the main, automatically. Without knOvving it, Protagoras 
has really admitted that such goodness is what tlie Gorgias had 
called a mere " knack.” 

Hence it follows that there is a certain inconsistency between 
Protagoras’ main position and the vindication of his profession with 
which he concludes his speech. To make the whole speech con- 
sistent, we should have to understand him to be claiming for him- 
self a certain exceptional ability in catching the tone of the " social 
tradition " of Athens, or any other community he visits, and 
communicating that tone to his pupils. Now it would, in the 
first place, be something of a paradox to maintain that a brilliant 
foreigner from Abdera can so succe.ssfully take the print of the 
social traditions of every community where he spends a few weeks, 
that a lecture from him will impress that tone on a young man more 
effectively than lifelong intercourse with a society in which it is 
dominant. It would be bad manners, at least, for a brilliant 
Frenchman or American to profess that a few weeks spent in this 
country had enabled him to understand the " tone and temper of 
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the British people better than any of us understand it for our- 
selves/' ^ If ‘‘ goodness " is knowledge, we can understand 
that a Chinaman, knowing nothing of British traditions,” may 
have lessons of first-rate importance to impart to us in it ; the 
claim becomes absurd if goodness means, in us, simply thorough 
conformity to the traditions of British respectability. The claim 
to be an expert teacher of goodness is only justifiable on the Socratic 
view that goodness is something eternai and immutable. It is in 
Hat contradiction with the nHativism professed by Protagoras. 
Fhe further development of the discussion will make it still clearer 
that it is bound to end in an irreconcilable divergence because, 
from the first, the parties to the conversation have meant different 
things by ” goodness.” 

III. The Unity of the ” Virtues ” (328^/-334c). — There is 
just one “ little ” point Socrates would like to have cleared up. 
before he can profess himself completely satisfied. Protagoras 
had specified tinjo qualities as bestowed on mankind by Zeus — tht* 
sense of right (Slk 7 i), and conscience ; he had gone on to 

mention piety and sophrosyne also as constituents of ” goodness.” 
Does he mean that ” goodness ” is an aggregate of which these" 
characters are distinct constituents (/xo/jia), or are we to understand 
that ” conscience,” ” sense of right,” sophrosyne,*' “piety,” are 
synonymous ? He meant to be understood in th(‘ former sense. 
But did he mean that the constituents are constituents in the way 
in which eyes, nose, and ears arc constituents of a face, or in tlu* 
sense in which the smaller volumes containc'd in a homogeneous 
mass (like a lump of gold) are constituents ? ix. have the different 
“ virtues ” each its own constitutive formula, or is there only one 
such formula ? The question is one on which a practical teacher 
of goodness is bound to have a definite opinion, because it has a 
very direct bearing on his educational methods. On the first 
view, a man might “ specialize ” in one virtue (for example, courage), 
while his neighbour might prefer to specialize in some other, just 
as one man may specialize in diseases of the respiratory organs and 
another in disorders of the digestive system, or as one man may 
become a crack oarsman, another a fast bowler. (Or again, a man 
might .set himself to acquire “ goodness ” by specializing first in one 
of its “ parts ” or “ branches ” and then in another, like Benjamin 
Franklin.) But on the second view, the principle of goodness will 
be exactly the same in whatever relation of life it is displayed. A 

^ That Protagoras actually took the line here suggested seems to follow 
from the well-known passage of the Theaetetus where the question is raised 
how Protagoras could reconcile his doctrine of *' Man the measure ” with his 
own claim to be able to teach “ goodness." Socrates suggests that Protagoras 
might have pleaded that what he does for his pupils is not to give them 
" truer " views — a thing impossible on the Homo mensurn theory — but to give 
them "more useful" views {Theaetetus, iGCm-ifiSc). This amounts to the 
suggestion of the text, that Protagoras believes himself to have a special 
aptitude for appreciating the tone of the current tradition of a community 
and impressing it on his hearers. 
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man who really acquires one “ virtue will have to acquire all 

simultaneously^ (329c) . 

Protagoras at once adopts the first alternative, that which 
recommends itself to average common sf'nse. For he thinks it 
obvious that there are many brave but licentious men, and many 
“ fair-dealing men {hUawi), who are far from “wise/’ (Note the 
way in which the “ quadrilateral “ of the four great virtues is 
thus taken for granted by Protagoras, as by other speakers in 
IMato, as somcithing already traditional.) ^ 

A view of this kind implies that each form of “ goodness ’’ has 
.'I function (^vvafjn^) of its own, distinctive of it, and radically' 
different from the function of aity other form. (We have already' 
seen that this vi(‘W, widely current in ordinary society, is in sharp 
opposition to the Socratic theory, in which the great dilficiilty ol 
defining a givcai “ virtue ’’ is that we regularly find ourselves driven 
to adopt a definition which is equally applicable to every f)th('i 
virtue.) We proc(‘ed to treat this position in the recognized Socratic 
fashion by examining its consequences. It will follow that 
“ justice,” to take an example, has a definite function, “ piety^ ” 
or “ religion ” another and a different function. Justice is not 
])i('ty, and religion is not justice. But we cannot adopt the 
monstrous moral paradox that justice is impious, or that religion 
is “ unjust,” or wrong, though this would seem to follow from the 
complete disparity between the “ functions ” of the different 
virtiK^s just asserted by Protagoras.- Hence Protagoras himself 
is driven to tak(' back what he had just said about the radical 
disparity^ of the dilferent forms of goodness. The matter is, after 
all, not so simple' as all that ; there is some vagiK' and unspecified 
resemblance between such different “ parts ” of goodness as piety 
and justice, though we cannot say exactly what or how close the 
resemblance' is (331c). The reference to the scale of colours or 
hardnesses as illustrating the point (331 f^) shows that the meaning 
is that one virtue somehow “ shades off ” into a different one, though 
you cannot say exactly where the boundary-line should be drawn, 
as white shades off into black through a series of intermediate 
grays. 

To expose the looseness of this way of thinking and speaking, 
Socrates resorts to another simple argument. Wisdom has been 
included by Protagoras in his list of forms of goodness, and the 
contrary opposite of wisdom is a^pocrvvr) (“ folly ”), But sophrosyne 

* It seems to me that the same allusion must underlie tlic curious phrase 
of the poem of Simonides for the Scopadae shortly to be discussed, where the 
" complete " good man is called " four-cornered " {reTpdycjvos dvev yj/dyov rervy- 
jjlCvos). Presumably we are dealing with a Pythagorean TerpaKTus. Jt 
should be clear, at any rate, that the “ quadrilateral " is no invention of Plato, 
since he represents it as familiar to so many of his fifth-century characters. 

* The reasoning (33 fl.) does not really commit the error of confounding 
otherness with contrary opposition. The point of the passage is actually to 
make the distinction, though in simple and non-technical language ; the sug- 
gestion that not-just (/x?; oUaLov) = unjust (ddiKov) is made only tliat it may 
be at once rejected. 
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is also a virtue which we ascribe to men who act “ rightly 
and beneficially." Now sophrosyne means by derivation moral 
" sanity/' and its contrary opposite, the conduct of those who act 
"wrongly and harmfully," is consequently aphrosyne ("folly"). 
For it is a principle of logic, which we can illustrate by an abundance 
of obvious examples, that iy ivl iyayrioy (every term has one and 
only one definite contrary). Further, what is done " in contrary 
senses" (ci'ai^rtW) must be done “by contraries," i.e. in virtue 
of contrary characters in the agents. Thus if we can oppose what is 
" foolishly " done to what is " sanely " or " temperately " done, 
we may also oppose “ folly " to sophrosyne, temperance, moral 
sanity. But we have already opposed wisdom and folly as con- 
traries. On the principle then that one term (here " folly ") has 
one and only one contrary opposite, wisdom and sophrosyne must 
be identified. Thus either we must abandon a fundamental logical 
j)riiiciple, or we must give up the distinction between wisdom 
and sophrosyne, as our former argument was meant to show 
that we must give up the distinction between justice and piety 
(or religion). 

(The reasoning here appears at first sight to turn on a mere 
" accident " of language, the fact that profligacy happens to be 
spoken of in Greek as " folly." When we reflect on the familiarity 
of the corresponding expressions in all languages which have an 
ethical literature, we should rather infer that the fact is no accident, 
but valuable evidence of the truth of the main teiK^t of Socratic 
morality. The thouglit underlying the linguistic usage is clearly 
that all morally wrong action is the pursuit of something which is 
not what rightly informed intelligence would pronounce good, and 
it is always wise to pursue what is truly good and foolish to prefer 
anything else.) 

The next step in the argument is this. We have seen ground 
for identifying justice with piety and wisdom with temperance 
or moral sanity. This leaves us, so far, with two great types of 
" goodness," justice, regard for right, and moral sanity. But may 
we not further identify these two ? Can wc really say of any act 
that it is " unjust," a violation of some one's rights, and yet that it is 
" morally sane " {(xCippov) or " temperate " ? As a man of high 
character, Protagoras says that he personally would be ashamed to 
make such an assertion, but he knows that the “ many " would 
make it. We may therefore examine the assertion simply as a 
piece of the current ethics of respectability, to sec what it is worth 
(3336-c).^ We must be careful, then, to bear in mind that, from 

^ Observe that the highly prized virtue, courage {avSpeLa), seems to have 
fallen into the background, 'i his is a piece of Plato's dramatic art. 'the 
identification of the other commonly recognized virtues with one another is 
comparatively easy. But to the popular mind there is something “ irra- 
tional " in high courage ; it “ ignores " the risks which “ rational calculation ” 
would take into account. The identification of courage with knowledge will 
therefore be the great ertex for a rationalist moralist. Hence the discussion 
of dv^pela is deliberately reserved for the second half of Socrates' argument. 
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the present onwards, Protagoras is avowedly acting as the dia- 
lectical advocate of a current morality which he personally regards 
as defective. It is not Protagoras of Abdera but the current ethics 
of respectability, for which he consents to appear as spokesman, that 
is on its trial. The question is whether a man who is acting “un- 
justly ” can be acting with sophrosyne. In our time, as in that of 
Pericles, the average man would say that this is quite possible. 
A man may be temperate “ enough, he may be clear of all 
“ licentiousness,” but he may be greedy or ambitious and quite* 
unscrupulous alaout infringing the “rights ” of other men in pur- 
suing his greed or ambition. (Macaulay's character of Sunderland 
would be in point here as an illustration In fact, it is proverbial 
that profligacy is a vice of youth and hot blood, avarice and am- 
bition vices of “ cold ” later age, and the “ old young man ” (like 
Joseph Surface) has always been specially unpopular with the 
ordinary satirist, who is commonly indulgent to the “ rake,” unless 
he happens to be an elderly rake. Socrates’ conviction, like that of 
Dante, who punishes the prodigal and the miser in the same circle, 
is that Charles Surface and Joseph are brothers in the spirit, no 
less than in the flesh ; the antithesis of the Sheridans and Macaulays 
between the “generous” and the “mean ” vices, is a false one ; 
there are no “ generous vices,” and no “ milksop ” virtues. 

Formally, the argument is not allowed to reach a conclusion ; 
Protagoras, finding his case hard to defend, tries to take refuge in 
irn'levancy by div(;rting attention to the theory of the “ relativity ” 
of good. Socrates has started with the linguistic identification of 
“ temperance ” with moral sanity. The man who behaves with 
moral sanity is the cv ^ovAcwo/xci/o?, the man wlio acts “ with good 
counsel.” Hence if a man can in the same act be* both temperate 
and unjust, it must be possible to act with good counsel in violating 
a “ right.” But a man only shows himself to be acting with good 
counsel when he “ succeeds ” or “ does well ” by disregarding that 
right. Socrates is thus taking advantage of the ambiguity of the 
expression cu TTparreu', which may either mean “ to act well,” or 
simply to “ succeed in doing what you are proposing to do.” How 
he would have continued the argument is indicated by his next 
question, “ Do you recognize the existence of goods? ” He means, 
having got the admission that injustice is only “well-advised” 
when it is successful injustice, to argue that no injustice really does 
” succeed ” in procuring the aggressor on another man’s rights 
what he is really aiming at getting, real good or well-being ; it is 
always unsuccessful because it always involves sacrificing the good 
of the soul to sometliing inferior (the thesis of the Gorgias and of the 
closing pages of Rep. i.). But the moment he shows his hand by 

and we are prepared for it by the long lialf-coinic interlude in which the poem 
of Simonides is canveissed ; this is IMato’s way of indicating that it is the 
hardest and most important section of the dialogue. 

'“He had no jovial generous vices. He cared little for wine or beauty ; 
but he desired riches vvith an ungovernable and insatiable desire,” etc. etc. 
{History>, c. h) 
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asking whether “ good things " do not mean “ what is beneficial 
to man,” Protagoras tries to escape the development he foresees 
by delivering a wholly irrelevant homily on the thesis that what is 
good for one animal may be bad for another, and what is good for 
man taken externally as a lotion, may be very bad if taken internally, 
in short that nothing can be pronounced good absolutely and uncon- 
ditionally. This is, of course, a direct and simple application of 
Protagoras’ own principle of “ man the measure ” to ethics, and 
the facts to which Protagoras appeals are all real facts ; only they 
have no bearing on the issue at stake. It is true that I may be 
poisoned by drinking something which would liave done me good 
if I had used it as an embrocation, that I should damage my ht'alth 
if I tried to live on the diet on which a horse thrives, and so forth. 
It does not in the least follow^ that there are not “good activities 
of the soul,” which are absolutely good in the sense that it is good 
that any man should exhibit them at any and every time, and that 
scrupulous respect for ” rights ” is not one of these goods, and 
possibly the best of them. In common fairness, we may suppose 
that Protagoras is alive to this, and that he is simj)ly doing his best 
for his client, the ethics of the average man, by diverting the atten- 
tion of the audience from the weak point of his case.^ 

IV. Interlude. — The Poem of Simonides (3346-348^?). — Av, 
this point the conversation threatens to end in a general confusion, 
and the interrupted argument is only resumed after a long and 
apparently irrelevant episode. The main reason for the intro- 
duction of the episode has already been explained. The argument 
for the Socratic ” paradoxes ” makes a severe demand on the 
reader’s power of hard thinking, and the most difficult part of it 
is yet to come. The strain of attention therefore requires to be 
relaxed, if we are to follow Socrates to his conclusion with full 
understanding. Plato also wants an opportunity to produce two 
striking dramatic effects. He wishes to contrast the manner of 
the ” sophist,” who is highly plausible so long as he has the argu- 
ment to himself, but gets into difficulty the moment he is confronted 
by close criticism with the manner of Socrates, who cares nothing 
for eloquent plausibility and everything for careful and exact 
thinking. And he wants to provide a part in the drama for the 
secondary characters, Prodicus and Hippias; they will get no 
chance of a ” speaking part ” while Protagoras and Socrates occupy 
the centre of the stage. Hence I think we should take the whole 
of this long interlude as intended mainly to be humorous ” relief,” 
a gay picture of the manners of cultivated Athenian society in the 
later years of the Periclean age, and not much more. 

The fun opens with the humorous pretence of Socrates that, in 
' To judge from the Theaeietiis, Protagoras had actually made the obvious 
application of the Homo mensura doctrine to ethics for himself (Burnet, 
Greek Philosophy, Part /., 116-7). leads directly to that identification 
of “ virtue " with what a respectable society actually approves which is the 
foundation of his explanation of his own educational theory and practice, 
and is common ground to “ subjectivists " in ethics. 
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kindness to his “ shortness of memory,” Protagoras should curb 
his eloquence and make his answers to questions as brief as he can. 
(The S(;lf-depreciation is, of course, fun. Socrates means that he 
would like fewer words and more thought ; but the implied criticism 
has to be made with due regard for ” manners.”) Protagoras is a 
little huffed by the suggestion that the other party to the discussion 
should prescribe the character of his responses ; Socrates politely 
expresses his regret for the weakness to which he has referred, and 
discovers that he has an engagement elsewh(Tc, and the party 
thus s(H:ms to be on the point of dissolution, when the auditors 
intervene to prevent such a misfortune. The point of chief interest 
in the general conversation thus caused is provided by the enter- 
taining burkiscpie of Prodicus, the great authority on tlui right 
use of words. All he really has to say is that the audience who 
listen to a discussion should give a fair hearing, without fear or 
favour, to both parties, and assign the victory to the party who 
makers out tluj better case. But his remarks are so disfigured by 
the mannerism of stopping to discriminate each of the terms he 
uses from some other with which it might conceivably be confused, 
that it takes him half one of Stephanus's j)ages to make his remark. 
It is clear that the real Prodicus (who, as we must remember, 
actually survivcHl the execution of Socrates, and so must have 
been a well-remembenid figure to many of the first readers of our 
dialogue) must have been very much of a formal pedant in manner, 
or the stress laid on the point by Plato would be unintelligible. 
No doubt we are also to understand that the diTcct is being ex- 
aggerated for legitimate comic effect. But it is not likely that the 
exaggeration is very gross. Prodicus was trying to make a be- 
ginning with the foundations of an exact prose style, and it would 
be quite natural that, once impressed with the importance of dis- 
tinguishing between ” synonyms,” he should ride his hobby to 
death. know from the remains of Varro's de lingua Latina, from 
Ouinlilian, Aulus Gellius, and others, to what lengths the men who 
attempted to perform the same services for Latin were prepared to 
go, and it is likely that if the writings of the ” sophists ” had been 
preserved, we should have found that Prodicus was not outstripped 
hy his Roman imitators. There is no trace of any personal malice 
or dislike in the entertaining sketch Plato has given us. Hippias 
is allowed to make a speech of about the same kuigth, his main 
point being to mark his disagreement with the partisans of ” con- 
vention.” and his conviction that the whole company, in spite of 
the differences of ” c:onventional ” political allegiance, are all 
“ naturally " fellow-citizens. His tone is exactly that of a cosmo- 
politan (fghteenth-century philosophe. Since Xenophon [Mem. 
iv. 4) pits Hippias and Socrates against one another as champions 
of </)Jcrt? and respectively, this cosmopolitanism is presumably 
a real trait of Hippias, though we cannot be sure that Xenophon 
is not simply developing a hint taken from the Protagoras itself. 
But even so, his representation shows that he thought Plato’s 
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little picture true to life in its main point. None of the interveners 
in the general conversation shows any sense of the real bearing 
of the argument which lias just broken down. All treat it as a 
mere contest of verbal skill between two parties, each of whom is 
‘‘ talking for victory.” In the end, a heated disagreement is only 
avoided by the consent of Protagoras to submit to further cross- 
questioning, if he may first be allowed to deliver another speech. 
He absolutely declines Socrates* proposal to submit himself to 
be questioned and to give an example of what he thinks the right 
way to meet criticism (^^Sd-e). The scene whicli ensues can 
hardly be understood as anything but broad comedy. Protagoras, 
having carried his point about the delivery of a sc't spc'ech on a 
theme of his own choosing, remarks that it is an important part 
of ” culture *’ to understand th(‘ poets and criticize their perform- 
ances, and that he will accordingly now expound and criticize 
a poem composed by Simonides for the Scopadae. This is a task 
suggested naturally by the previous course of the conversation, 
as the contents of the poem have to do with “ goodness.” 

Unfortunately the poem (Fr. 3 in the Aulhology of Hillcr- 
Crusius, 12 of Schneidewin) has to be reconstructed from the 
Protagoras itself, and the reconstruction can be nenther complete 
nor certain, so that we arc not entitled to speak with too much 
confidence about the precisci drift of the poet. The general sense, 
appropriate enough in an encomium of a half-barbaric Thessalian 
chief, seems to be that it is idle to expect complete and all-round 
” goodness ” in any man ; there are difficult situations out of which 
no human goodness comes with credit. We must be content to call 
a man ” good,” if his general conduct shows regard for right (SAu), 
if he never misbehaves without highly extenuating circumstances ; 
absolute superiority to circumstance can only be expected in a god. 
The impression one gets is that one is reading a paid panegyric 
on a magnate against whom there is the memory of some shocking 
deed or deeds which the eulogist wishes to excuse or palliate by the 
” tyrant's plea, necessity.” ^ 

The point on which Protagoras fastens is this. Simonides takes 
occasion to comment unfavourably on the; saying commonly 
ascribed to Piltacus that ” it is hard to be good ” (x'^Acttoi/ IfrOXov 
But he has just said the very same thing himself in 
almost the same words dyaOov fi\v dXaOitDS ywarOdi x^^Acttof). 

He has thus committed the absurdity of censuring Pittacus for 
the very sentiment he has just uttered as his own (339^0- 

Socrates now seizes the opportunity to defend the poet by the 
aid of Prodicus and his famous art of discriminating between words. 
The point, he says, is that whereas Pittacus had said that it is hard 

^ Simonides writes much as a poet would have to do if he were composing 
an ode in praise of William III and felt that he could not be silent about the 
murder of the De Witts and the Glencoe massacre. The apologetic tone 
shows that his hero had done something which was regarded by most persons 
as highly criminal. 
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to he (lixyLcvai) good, SiiTionides says that it is hard to become, 
{yivio-Oai) good ; to b(i is one thing, “ to become another, 
and thus there is no formal contradiction between denying that it 
is hard to be good and asserting that it is hard to become good. 
But, obj(;cts Protagoras, this distinction only makes matters worse 
for Simonides ; if he denies that it is hard to be good, he must mean 
that it is easy to possess goodness, and the common sense of all 
mankind is against him. Socrates is ready with a rejoinder. 
Possibly Simonides, lik(‘. his fellow-Cean Prodicus, was a votary of 
precision of speech, and regarded the employment of in 

the sense of “ dihicult ” as a misuse of words, just as Prodicus 
objects to the common colloquial use of the word awful (Scivo?) 
in such phrases as “ awful wealth ” {^eivd- tiXocto^), on the ground 
tliat only bad things can properly be called ‘ ' awdul. ’ ' Let Prodicus, 
as a fellow-countryman, tell us what Simonides really meant by 
xaAcTTor. Prodicus at once says he meant KaKov (*‘bad**).i If 
that is so, Pittacus was, from his Lesbian ignorance of the exact 
meaning of a (Inxik word, unconsciously uttering the senseless 
statement that “ it is bad to be good,'' and Simonides was right in 
objecting this to him. Prodicus at once accepts this explanation, 
but Protagoras naturally rejects it as ridiculous. “ So it is,"' says 
Socrates, “ and you may be sure Prodicus is only making fun of 
us ” (34T<i). 

(So far, it is clear that the whole tone of the passage about 
Simonides is playful. Plato is laughing, as he often does, at the 
fifth-century fashion of trying to (extract moral principles from the 
remarks of poets, especially of poets with a reputation, like 
Simonides, for worldly wisdom and a shrewd regard for the interests 
of “ number on(‘.” TIkj mock-respectful discussion of another 
dictum of the same poet in Republic i. is couched in exactly the 
same tone. The; sokmin pedantry of Prodicus is a second subject 
of mockery. But the main stroke is aimed at the superficiality 
of Protagoras. With all his (doquence about the value of a critical 
study of “ literature," his ideal of criticism is to fasten on the first 
and most obvious weak point, and make an end of the matter. He 
has shown his cleverness by catching Simonides in a verbal contra- 
diction ; he docs not sec the need of an attempt to understand the 
drift of his poem as a whole, or to consider whether the apparent 
contradiction will vanish when taken in the light of the general 
context. We are all only too familiar with this sort of " criticism." 
which aims at nothing more than the commendation or censure of 
individual phrases, while it lets " the whole " go unregarded.) 

Socrates now undertakes to propound an interpretation which 
will pay dill' ri'gard to the meaning of the whole poem {342a). He 
introduci's it by sonu^ general observations, the tone of which ought 

^ The suggestion is not quite so absurd as it looks, absurd as it is. 
in the sense “ a hard thing to bear," may often be paraphrased by xaKdu 
without injury to sense. Cf. Pindar's TepirpQp Kpljis (“ issues of weal 

and woe ”), or Homer’s yijpas {II. © 103) (" grim old age "), and the lilce. 
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to settle the question whether we are to take his exegesis in earnest 
or not. Crete and Sparta are really the most philosophical com- 
munities in the Greek world, and “ sophists '' abound there more 
than anywhere else ; but they conceal the fact from mankind at 
large by passing themselves off as rough fighting-men, and by 
vigilantly discouraging intercourse with other cities, so that they 
may keep their wisdom for their own exclusive benefit. This is 
why the ordinary Spartan startles you from time to time' by the 
pungency and pertinence of his dry *’ and brief apophthegms. 
They are all the product of this unique “ Spartan culture." 'fhe 
famous seven sages " — the list of them given in this passage is the 
earliest extant — were all trained in this school, and Pittacus was 
one of them. Hence his saying " it is hard to be good " was much 
admired as a piece of this sententious “ philosophy," and Simonides, 
being an ambitious man, wished to win a great reputation by refuting 
it. This is the object of his whole poem (342«-343c). 

(It ought not to have to be said that this whole representation 
of Sparta and Crete, the least “ intellectual " communities of 
Hellas, and the two which Socrates himself takes as his models in 
Republic viii. in describing the State which has made the mistake 
of "neglecting education," is furious fun. wSocrates is diverting 
himself by his whimsical suggestions that the "laconizing " fashion- 
ables of other cities, who aflc^ct the dress and appearance of prize- 
fighters, are all the while imitating the wrong thing, the pretence 
under which the Spartans disguise their real inten'sts, and that th(' 
" superiority of Sparta " is really based not on military prowess 
and success but on intellectual eminence. And if tlie explanation 
which introduces the exposition of the poem of Simonides is thus 
sheer fun, we are bound in common sense to expect that the exposi- 
tion will turn out to be mainly fun too.) 

We are now given the professed exegesis of the poem, which 
is only arrivcid at by a series of violences done to its language. 
Simonides must be understood as correcting the saying "it is 
hard to be good " by saying " no, the truly hard thing is not to be, 
but to become a thoroughly good man, though this is possible. 
To be permanently good is not hard, but absolutely impossible 
for a man ; it is only possible to a god,'* A ?nan, as Simonides 
goes on to say, cannot help proving " bad " when he is " struck 
down " by irretrievable misfortunes. Now no one who is already 
down can be struck down. Hence Simonides must mean by a 
" man," an " expert," a wise and good man, and his meaning is 
shown by the fact that he goes on to say that a man is " good " 
as long as he " does well " { 7 rpd$a^ pkv ydp cv nds dvrip dyadd^). For 
the man who " does well," or " succeeds " in anything is the man 
who knows how the thijig ought to be done, the man who " does 
ill " is always the man whose knowledge fails him. Simonides is 
thus made, by an arbitrary exegesis, to bear witness to the Socratic 
doctrine that " goodness " and knowledge are the same (3456). 
His meaning is that it is hard to become good but impossible for 
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mail to be jx'nnariently good, because of the limitations and imper- 
fections of all human knoivledgc. 

The rest of the poem develops the same thought. In par- 
ticular, when the poet says that he will “praise and love the man 
who does no deed of shame willingly,’' (ckwi/ oo-rts ep8y /xr/Sev atcr^pt)!',) 
we are not to take his words in what seems their natural grammatical 
sense. The “ cultured “ Simonides must be supposed to know 
that it is a vulgar error to suppose that anyone would do evil 
voluntarily. Hence the Ikwi' must be taken by an extravagant 
hyperbaton with the words which precede it, so that the sense is, 
“ I readily praise and love the man who does no de(',ds of shame ’’ 
(though my profession sometimes unfortunately n^iuires me to pay 
constrained compliments to “ tyrants “ who have committed 
crimes) . 

Though tliere have been commentators who have taken 
Socrates’ ex])osition of the poem as pi^rfectly serious, the blunder 
ought to be impossible to any man with a sense of humour or of tlu^ 
necessity of maintaining a dramatic unity of spirit throughout a 
scene. We have been prei)ared for the discussion of the verses by 
an introductory homily on the devotion of Sparta to “ culture,” 
which is manifestly the men^st playful humour ; we arc fairly 
entitled to suspect Socrates whenever we find him pretending to 
discover dt‘ep philosophic truth in the compositions of any “ poet,” 
and particularly in those of the poet who had become a byword for 
his adroit and profitable flatteries of “ the great ” ; his purpose' 
should be made unmistakal)le by the forced character of the verbal 
constructions he is driven to advocate. Clearly we are dealing 
with an amusing “ skit ” on the current methods of extracting 
any doctrine one pleases from a poet by devices which can make* 
anything mean anything. Socrates is amusing himself by showing 
that, if h(' chooses to play at tlie game, he can beat the recognized 
champions, just as in the Parmenides Plato amuses himself by 
showing that he can, if he likes, outdo the constructors of “antin- 
omies ” in the use of their own weapons, 'fhe one thing in the 
whole of the “ lecture ” on the verses of Simonides which is not 
playful is Socrates’ insistence on the doctrine that wrongdoing is 
('rror, and is therefore not “voluntary.” Ih're he is in intense 
earnest, but the device by which he extracts the doctrine from the 
text of Simonides by an impossible “ punctuation ” is itself merely 
playful, just as his suggestion that what he well knew to be the 
“ paradox ’’ of his own theory is so universally admitted by all 
thinking men that it is incredible Simonides should not accept it. 
is equally playful. He knows that the very propositic^n he repre- 
sents as too well known to be ignored by Simonides will be rejected 
as an extravagance b}^ his audience when he comes shortly to 
defend it. His object in getting it into the otherwise whimsical 
exposition of Simonides is simply to bring back the discussion to 
the original issiu's from which it has been allowed to diverge, and 
he has the natural delight of a humorist in clothing his thesis in 
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the most provocative and arresting words he can find. How far 
lie is from expecting his excursus into literature to be taken seriously 
is shown by his remark that he has now discharged his part of a 
bargain by allowing Protagoras to deliver a second speech, and 
would be glad if Protagoras would honour the agreement by return- 
ing to the interrupted discussion. For his own part, he thinks it 
unprofitable to spend our time debating the meaning of the poets, 
whom we cannot call directly into court ; it is much better to let 
them alone and try to get at truth by the direct interplay of our 
own thoughts (347^-348^). 

V. The Main Argument resumed. — The Identity of Goodness 
with Knowledge, and its Consequences (3.^8c-36oc).- Now that 
Socrates has .succeeded in bringing back the conve rsation to th(‘ 
point where it had been brokeTi off, he carefully restates the question, 
with a polite assurance that he is not talking for victory but honestly 
asking the help of Protagoras towards th(‘ clarification of his own 
thought. The question is whether the names of the great virtues 
are different names for one and the same thing (349^), or whethc^T- 
to each of these names there answers “ a peculiar reality or object 
with its own special function ” (1810? over la Ka) npayfia €Xov iavTor 
ovva/iu', where note that the word ovai'a, exactly as in the Enthyphro, 
implies the whole of the “ doctrine of forms/' expounded in th(' 
Phaedo). Protagoras has been so far impressed by the former 
arguments of Socrates that he now restates his original opinion 
with a large modification. He admits that most of the parts of 
goodness " are “ fairly like one another," but holds that 
valour, courage, has a distinct character of its own. 1'his is a 
matter of everyday observation, for it is a manifest fact that many 
men are singularly brave, but have no other virtuous quality ; they 
have no regard for rights, no ndigion, no command over their 
passions, no prudence. (The view is a familiar one ; it is habitually 
adopted, for example, in the character-sketches of a work like 
Macaulay's History. It implies, of course, that its supporters 
identify avSpeia with the " popular " courage which the Phaedo 
pronounces to be a counterfeit of true valiancy, mere hardihood 
in the face of perils.) The first point which has to be made again.st 
this position is that it rests on the false conversion of a true pro- 
position. It amounts to identifying “ the valiant " with the 
" confident " or " fearless " { 6 appd\€oi). Now it is true that 
all brave men are fearless, but it is not true that all the " confident " 
or " fearless " are truly brave, and the two classes, therefore, 
cannot be identified. In the absence of a logical terminology, this 
point has to be made by examples. Men who have learned a 
" dangerous " accomplishment, such as diving, fighting in the 
cavalry, or the like, will be “fearless " in facing the risks they have 
learned to deal with, as we also call them “ brave " divers or 
fighters But persons who have never learned to dive or to manage 
a horse will also sometimes be reckless in throwing themselves 
into the water or plunging into a charge. But this. Protagoras. 
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says, is not valour ; it is simply madness. (He means, of course, 
that there is no valour in taking a risk simply because you are not 
alive to its magnitude. True valour involves consciousness of 
the risk you are facing.) Protagoras accordingly points out that 
though he had admitted that the valiant are fearless, he had not 
admitted tlie converse, and complains that Socrates is treating 
him unfairly (of course, Socrates' real object was simply to lead up 
to the making of the distinction). It is true that fearlessness may 
be the effect of knowledge, but it may also be the effect of high 
temper (0 ujul 6<:) or mere frenzy (tmvia) ; hence the superior fear- 
lessness of the man who has learned to swim or to use his weapons 
is no proof that courage (as distinct from mere fearlessness) is the 
same thing as *' wisdom ” or knowledge (o-oc^ta). In fact, Protag- 
oras holds that the fearlessness which deserves to be called valour 
is due not to knowledge but to something else, “ nature ” (<#)iW) 
and a “ thriving ’* or well-fed " state of soul {euTpotjiLn twv ij/vx^^v, 
S^ib), just as physical strength is not due to knowledge but to 
bodily constitution and sound nourishment.^ 

'Fhus the question whether valour can be shown, as Protagoras 
now admits that the other leading forms of “ goodness " can be, to 
be knowledge, requires us to raise still more fundamental questions. 
We admit that one may live well or live ill, and that the man who 
lives a life of pain and misery is not living well, but the man who 
lives a pleasant life is. May we say then that the pleasant life is 
the good life, tlui unpleasant life the bad ? Protagoras wishes to 
stipulate that the pleasure must be plca.sure in fine, or noble, 
things” (ren? KdXoh, 351c), thus anticipating Mill's “distinction of 
(qualities ” of pleasure. But might we not say that things are 
good just in so far as they are pleasant, and bad in so far as they are 
unpleasant, so that good and pleasant are synonyms ? Protagoras 
thinks it due to his character to maintain that this is not true ; 
there are bad pleasures and good pains, and there arc both pleasures 
and pains which are neither good nor bad. But he is willing to 
treat the suggestion, in the Socratic manner, as one for further 
investigation. (It is very important, then, to remark that the 
Hedonist identification of good with pleasant comes into the con- 
versation, in the first instance, as problematic ; it is to be adopted 
or rejected according as its implications approve themselves or 
do not.) And the question about the relation between pleasure 

^ The precise position is, and is meant to be. vague. The champion of 
p6fxo% is clearly conceding more importance to original temperament ") 

than we might have expected of him from his earlier utterances. This part 
of the Protagoras has directly suggested Aristotle's observations about the 
" fearlessness ” produced by ifiireipla or by native 0vu6s {H.N, iiiGh 3 If ). 

“ 35 ir, &(nrep au \iyeis, iipr}, iKdffTore^ w Sui^'pares, aKowdjiitda. avro, Kr\. Thus 
Protagoras knows all about tlie Socratic method of “ hypothesis " expounded 
in the Phaedo. We must suppose that he had learned of it on the earlier 
occasion when he had met Socrates and formed a high opinion of his abilities. 
Rightly read, the Protagoras confirms the Phaedo in a way which can hardly 
be accounted for except by supposing that both are portraits of the same 
original. 
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and good directly raisc;s another fundamental issue. The popular 
opinion is that “ knowledge ” has not much influence on conduct. 
It is held that a man often knows quite well that something is good 
or evil, but acts against his better knowledge,” which is mastered 
by “temper,” or “pleasure,” or “pain,” or “lust,” as the case 
may be. But may it not be that the popular opinion is wrong, 
and that if a man knows good and evil, nothing will ever prevail 
on him to act contrary to his knowledge ? Protagoras thinks that 
it would only be proper in a professional teacher of goodness, like 
himself, to take this view, and Socrates expresses his firm con- 
viction of its truth.i But, since most men think otherwise, we, 
who dissent from them, must give a correct analysis of the facts 
they have in mind when they talk of a man's judgment as “ over- 
('ome ” by pleasure or pain, and satisfy them that the popular 
analysis of these facts is inaccurate (353^*). We might, in fact, 
ask the mass of men, who profess to believe that a man can be 
seduced by the prospect of pleasure or frightened by that of pain 
into doing, against his better knowledge, what he recognizes to 
be evil, the following questions : {a) When you talk of something 
as pleasant but evil, do you not mean simply that the pleasant 
thing in question leads to painful consequences, and when you call 
some things good but unpleasant, do you not mean that, though 
unpleasant for the time being, they lead to pleasurable conse- 
quences ? “ The many ” would readily admit this, and thus 

would {h) commit themselves to the view that good and evil are 
identical with pleasant and painful. In fact (c) they would admit 
that the end they always pursue* is getting the “ greatest possible 
balance of pleasure over pain ” (354C-C). It follows at once that, 
on the showing of the “ many ” themselves, th(i experience which 
they call “ being overcome by pleasure or by pain ” is really making 
a false estimate of pleasures and pains. To be “ overcome ” means 
“ to take a greater amount of evil in exchange for a smaller amount 
of good ” (356^), and on the hypothesis we are examining, “ good ” 
means “ pleasure ” and “ evil ” means “ pain.” Errors of conduct 
are thus on the same level as false estimates of number, size, and 
weight. Now we are preserved from mistakes about number, size, 
weight, by tht; arts or sciences (rexvat) of counting, measuring, and 
weighing. In the same way we need to be preserved from false 
estimates in moral choice by a similar art of estimating the relative 
magnitudes of “ lots ” of prospective goods and evils, that is to 
say, prospective pleasures and pains, in fact by an “ hedonic 
calculus,” which will terminate disputes. And a “ calculus,” of 
course, is “ knowledge,” or “ science.” An argument of this 
kind ought to reconcile the “ many ” themselves to the view that 

* 352c? 2-4. Note that Socrates definitely commits himself to one of the 
two premisses of the argument which is to follow, the proposition that no 
one really acts against his own knowledge of good and evil. He never 
commits himself to the other premiss, the Hedonistic doctrine that good is 
pleasure. This remains a suggestion for examination. 
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wrong choice, the victory of passion over knowledge as they call 
it, is really nothing but miscalculation, and therefore that wrong 
action is due to error and is always involuntary (357“35S)- 

It is on this section of the dialogue that the notion of a Platonic 
“ Hedonism has been erected, with the consequence that one of 
two equally impossible inferences has to be made, either that then^ 
is no consistent ethical doctrine to be found in the dialogues — 
Plato allows himself at pleasure to argue for or against any view 
which interests him for the moment (the theory of Grote) — or that 
the Protagoyas expresses an “early theory"' which is afterwards 
abandoned when we come to the Gorgias and Phaedo. Careful 
reading will show that neither of these conceptions is justified. 
Neither Protagoras nor Socrates is represented as adopting the 
Hedonist equation of good with pleasure. The thesis which Socrates 
is committed to is simply that of the identity of goodness and know- 
ledge. The further identification of good with pleasure is carefully 
treated, as we have seen, as one neither to be affirmed nor denied. 
We are concerned solely with investigating its consequences. One 
f)f thes(‘. consequences would be that what is commonly called 
“ yi(‘lding to passion against our better knowledge " is a form of 
intellectual error and is involuntary, since it means choosing a 
smaller “ lot of pleasure " wh<m you might choose a greater. (Thes(‘ 
consequences are, in fact, habitually drawn by Hedonists.) Hedon- 
ism thus is in accord with the doctrines of Socrates on one point, 
its reduction of wrong choice to involuntary error, and for that 
reason Socrates says that you can make the apparent paradoxes of 
his ethics acceptable to mankind at large, if you also adopt the 
Hedonist equation, good = pleasure. (The “ many," in fact, do 
in practice accc'pt this equation, because they are votari(\s of some 
form of the cftiXo^ij/xaTo^.) It does not follow that because 
Socrates agrees with vulgar Hedonism on the point that wrong 
choice is involuntary error and arises from lack of knowledges of 
good, that he identifies knowledge of good, as the Hedonist does, 
with ( alculation of the sizes of “ lots " of pleasure and pain. 
All he wants to show is that even from the point of view of the 
persons who mistake “ popular goodm'ss " for genuine goodness, 
it is no paradox to say that goodness is knowledge of some sort ; 
the Hedonist is a “rationalist " in his ethics, though his “ rational- 
ism " may not be of the right kind. That this is all that is meant is 
clear from the way in which Socrates is careful to insist over and 
over again that the appeal is being made to the standards of “ the 
mass of mankind." We must also not forget that the appeal to the 
unconscious Hedonism of the average man is being made for a 
further special purpose. The object of convincing the average man 
that, on his own assumptions, goodness is a matter of right calcula- 
tion, is to prepare the way for the further proof that, even on these 
assumptions, courage can be brought under the same principle as 
all the rest of “ goodness." When we thus take the argument in 
its proper context, we see that the Protagoras no more teaches 
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Hedonism than the Phaedo, which also represents the morality of 
average men as a business of estimating pleasures and pains against 
one another. Rightly interpreted, Gorgias, Phaedo, Protagoras, 
are all in accord on the one doctrine to which Socrates commits 
himself in the present section of our dialogue, the doctrine that 
“ goodness *' is knowledge. The confusion between “ knowledge 
of the good ” and computation of pleasures and pains is given, in the 
Protagoras as in the oth(T dialogues, for what it is, a confusion of 
the “ average man,’* and for nothing more. 

To come to the application to the problem about drSpaa, What 
is it tliat the courageous face, but the cowardly refuse to face ? 
rhe current answer is that it is dangers (rd SeLid) . But 
danger ” means an anticipated evil, and we have just seen that even 
the average man, when he comes to theorize about his own practice, 
holds that no one “ goes to face ” what he believes to be evil for 
him. The very fact that he chooses to face the situation shows that 
he regards it as the “lesser evil ’’ to do so. 1 he real reason, then, 
why some men face the risks of war but others run away, must be 
that the former judge that more good, which to them means more 
pleasure, is to be got by standing your ground than by running 
away ; the latter think that they will get more good, and again they 
mean more pleasure, by running. If we i)raise the one and 
condemn the others, we are praising a true (and also condemning 
a false) calculation about the “ balance of pleasure over pain.” 
The brave man of everyday life faces the present pain and peril 
because he has correctly calculated that endurance of it will lead 
to a greater balance of pleasure than flinching. Thus even the 
unconscious theory of the average man at bottom implies the view 
that courage is a matter of knounng what is and what is not for- 
midable (cro(f)La T(j)V Setroiv Kai /xr; Seivwy, ^()0c). Ihis is, in fact, 
exactly what Socrates says about “ popular ” courage in the Phaedo. 
(That what the “many” suppose to be knowledge of the good - 
namely, knowledge of the hedonic consequences of your act — is 
something very different from what Socrates means by knowledge 
of the good is true, but irrelevant to the present argument, which 
only aims at showing that, even if you adopt the working morality 
of the average man, courage stands on the same footing as the 
other “ virtues.” From his standpoint, it resolves itself, like the 
rest, into calculation of hedonic consequences ; from Socrates’ stand- 
point, it and all the rest issue from knowledge of the true and 
eternal good.) 

VI. Epilogue. — Our discourse has, after all, only ended by 
bringing us in face of the really fundamental problem, what true 
“ goodness ” is (360c). (This remark, again, shows that Socrates 
is not represented as accepting the Hedonism which he finds to be 
the unconscious assumption of the average man. We have seen 
clearly enough what ” goodness ” is, on that theory.) In fact, we 
have ended by exchanging positions in a very entertaining fashion. 
Protagoras, who began by being sure that goodness can be taught 



262 


PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


and that he can teach it, seems now to be equally sure that, what- 
ever goodness is, it is not the one thing which can be taught, know- 
ledge ; Socrates, who began by raising the doubt whether it can be 
taught, is now doing his best to prove that it must be knowledge 
and nothing else. And here the party breaks up, with a last word 
of graceful compliment on the part of Protagoras. He has often 
testified to his admiration of Socrates* parts and rates him far above 
all other persons of his years ; he would not be surprised if he 
should yet become famous for his “ wisdom.” 

Of course, the apparent paradox of which Socrates speaks can 
be very simply explained. What he doubted was whether the 
sort of ” goodness ** of which the public men of Athens are examples 
can be taught. Since this ” goodness ” is just another name for 
“ tactful management ” of affairs, it obviously cannot be taught.” 
A man has to acquire tact by the handling of affairs and men for 
himself ; you cannot teach the theory of it. But political tact is 
something very different from anything Socrates understood by 
goodness. There is thus no real confusion or shifting of ground, 
so far as he is concerned. Protagoras is in a different position. 
By his own showing, the ” goodness ” he aims at teaching is just 
the secret of political success, and political success really does 
dep(‘nd on a ” tact ** which cannot be taught. Hence Protagoras 
really does combine incompatible positions when he asserts both 
that “ goodness ” is not knowledge, and also that it can be taught. 
If by ” goodness ” we mean what Protagoras defined as " success 
in managing the affairs of your household and city,** he is right in 
maintaining that goodness is not knowledge, but clearly wrong in 
holding that it is an ” art ** which he can teach.^ 


See further : 
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CHAPTER XI 


THE REPUBLIC 

T he Republic is at once too long a work, and too well known 
by numerous excellent summaries and commentaries, to 
require or permit analysis on the scale we have found 
necessary in dealing with the Phaedo or Protagoras. We must be 
content to presume the student s acquaintance with its contents, 
and to offer some general considerations of the relation of its main 
theses to one another and to those of dialogues already examined. 

To begin with, it is desirable to have a definite conception of 
the assumed date of the conversation and the character of the 
historical background presupposed. It should be clear that Athens 
is supposed to be still, to all appearance at any rate, at the height 
of her imperial splendour and strength.^ Also, the time is appar- 
ently one of profound peace. No reference is made to military 
operations ; though the company consists mainly of young men of 
military age, no explanation of their presence at home is offered. 
Yet Plato's two elder brothers, Adimantus and Glaucon, who arc 
both young men, have already distinguished themselves in a battle 
near Megara (368c), which can hardly be any other than that of the 
year 424 (Thuc. iv. 72). We have to add that the sophist Thrasy- 
machus is assumed to be at the height of his fame, and we know 
that he was already prominent enough to be made the butt of a 
jest in the first play of Aristophanes, produced in the year 427.2 
Similarly, the tone of Socrates' initial remarks about old age as an 
unknown road on which he will yet have to travel shows that we 
are to think of him as still very far from the age (sixty) at which a 
man officially became a yc/»cuv at Athens. Damonides of Oea is 
referred to at 4006 as still alive, and since we have the evidence of 
Isocrates for the statement that he “ educated " Pericles, we cannot 
suppose him to have been born much, if at all, later than the year 
500. All these considerations, taken together, suggest that the 
supposed date of the conversation must be about the time of the 

1 This is made especially clear by the tone of the satire on democracy viii. 
557 ff*. where it is unmistakably the powerful, opulent, and formidable democ- 
racy of the Archidamian war that Socrates is depicting. 1 he year 4 1 1 . assumed 
as the dramatic date by some commentators, is about the worst of all possible 
choices. It is rendered impossible by the fact that in the Republic, Cephalus, 
the father of Polemarchus and Lysias, is still alive, though an old man. Ihe 
date is thus before his death and the rt moval of his sons to Thurii, whence they 
returned, after a good number of years, to Athens in 41 1 [Vit. Lysiae, c. i). 

* Aristoph., Fr. 198. 
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peace of Nicias {421 B.c.) or the preceding truce of 422. It is im- 
portant to remember that Athens came out of the Archidamian 
war, though not quite on the terms she might have got, but for the 
folly of the democratic leaders after Sphacteria (425), far and away 
the richest and most powerful of the combatant states, with the 
main of her empire intact. For purposes of illustration the student 
should read by the side of the Republic, the Wasps and Peace of 
Aristophanes, as illustrative of the conditions of the time. Socrates 
must be thought of as being no more than middle-aged, somewhere 
about fifty years old, and we must bear in mind that it was at 
most a couj)le of years before that Aristophanes had brouglit him 
on the stage in the CAoiids. Plato himself would be a mere child 
of some five to seven years. 

'fhere is nothing in the dialogue to support any of the fanciful 
modern speculations about a possible “earlier edition" without 
th(‘ central books which discuss the character and education of the 
“ philosopher-kings," or th(^ possibh* existence of the first book by 
itself as a “ dialogue of search." On the contrary, the appearances 
are all in favour of regarding the whole as having been planned as 
a whole. It is not until we come to the sixth book that we are 
in sight of tlu^ “ goodness " which is one and the same thing with 
knowledge ; the goodness of the “ guardians " of Republic ii.-iv. 
has been carefully marked as remaining all along at the level of 
“ opinion." It rises no higlK'i* than loyalty to a sound national 
tradition taken on trust, and is thus so far on a level with the 
“ popular " goodness of the Phaedo, though the tradition in this 
case is that of a morally sounder society than that of Atlums, or 
of any existing Greek ttoAis.^ Hence it is inconceivable that Plato 
should ever have composed a Republic which ignored the cimtral 
{x)ints of Socratic ethics. 1lie first book, again. stTves its present 
purj)ose as an introduction to the whole work perfectly. In outline, 
all the main ideas which underlie the description of the ideal man 
and the ideal society are there, the conception of the life of measure 
(in the argument about TrAcoi^c^ta), the thought of happiness as 
dependent on ■“ function " or vocation, and the rest ; but all are 
stated, as tlu'y should in an Introduction, in their abstract form ; 
their real significance only becomes apparent as they are clothed 
with concrete detail in the full-length picture of the good man and 
the good community. To me it is inconceivable that Republic i. 
should ever have been planned except as the introduction to a work 
covering the ground of the. Republic as we have it.^ 

' this is wliy in Book IV. tl)c virtues, as practised in the “ reformed " city, 
are still clistinp^uishable, so that different virtues are most specially prominent 
in different sectit)tis of society, and, again, why we are told at iv. 430c 3 that 
the account just given of courage is adequate only as a description of “ citizen " 
courage, and may have to be revised later on. The “ unity of the virtues " 
only emerges in Rej^uhlic vi. when we come to discuss the character of the 
'* philosopher-king." 

* The only specious argument for an earlier Urstaat is that, at the 
beginning of the Timaeus, where Socrates is made to recapitulate the contents 
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ft has sometimes been asked whether tlie Republic is to be 
regarded as a contribution to ethics or to politics. Is its subject 
“ righteousness/' or is it the " ideal state " ? I'he answer is that 
from the point of view of Socrates and Plato there is no distinction, 
except one of convenience, between morals and politics. 'I'lie laws 
of right are the same for classes and cities as for individual men. 
But one must add that these laws are primarily laws of personal 
morality ; politics is founded on ethics, not ethics on politics. The 
primary question raised in the Republic and finally aiiswi'red at its 
close is a strictly ethical one. What is the ruU‘ of right by which a 
man ought to regulate his life ? And it should be noted that the 
first simple answer offered to the qu(\stion, that of Cejihahis and 
Polemarchus, makes no reference at all to th(‘ ttoAi? and its 
and this, no doubt, is why it is put into the mouths of speakers 
who were not Athenian TroXtrat but protected aliens. The political 
reference is brought into the dialogue in the first instance by I'hrasy- 
machus, who insists on treating morality as a mere product and 
rellex of the habit of obedience to a political xitrarov or “ sovereign.” 
Socrates finds it necessary to keep this political reference in view 
throughout his own argument, but he is careful to explain that the 
reason for studying the public life of classes and communities is 
simply that we see the principles of right and wrong ” writ large ” 
in them ; we study the ” larger letters " in order to make out the 
smaller by their aid. All through, the ultimate question is that 
raised by Glaucon and Adirnantus, what right and wrong are “ in 
the soul of the possessor.” This comes out most clearly of all in 
the part of the work which is written with most palpable passion, 
the accounts of the degenerate types of city and men. Each de- 
fective constitution is studied and the toiler of public lifi: fostered by 
it noted, in order that we may learn by this light to read th(^ heart 
of the individual man. We see the real moral flaw in the; outwardly 
decent man who regards becoming and remaining ” wc ll-ofl ” as 
the finest thing in life, by considering the quality of national life 
in a merchant-city, like Carthage, where the ” merchant-prince ” 
is dominant and gives the tone to the whok: community, and 
so on. The Republic, which opens with an old man’s remarks about 
approaching death and apprehension of what may c(3me after death, 
and ends with a myth of judgment, has all through for its central 
theme a question more intimate than that of tht; best form of 
government or the most eugenic system of propagation ; its question 
is, How does a man attain or forfeit eternal salvation ? h'or good or 

of the Republic {Tim. lya-iqa), nothing is said about the philosoplier-kings 
and their education. Nothing, however, is said about the account of the 
“ imperfect ” types of men and societies in Republic viii.-ix. either. The 
silence of the Timaeus about everything which follows Republic v. can be 
explained conjecturally in more ways than one. 'I'he simplest explanation is 
that the real purpose of the recapitulation is to serve as an introduction to 
the projected but unfinished Critias. Any explanation of the facts must remain 
conjectural, since Plato wrote only the opening pages of the projected Critias, 
and we do not know how he meant to develop the story, 
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bad, it is intensely other-worldly/* Man has a soul which can 
attain everlasting beatitude, and this beatitude it is the great 
business of life to attain. The social institutions or the education 
which fit him to attain it are the right institutions or education : 
all others arc wrong. The “philosopher** is the man who has 
found the way which leads to this beatitude. At the same time, 
no man lives to himself, and the man who is advancing to beatitude 
himself is inevitably animated by the spirit of a missionary to the 
community at large. Hence the philosopher cannot be true to 
himself without being a philosopher-king ; he cannot win salvation 
without bringing it down to his society. That is how the Republic 
views the relation between ethics and statesmanship. 

The fundamental issue is raised in the introductory book with 
great artistic skill. From the simple observations of old Cephalus 
about the tranquillity with which a man conscious of no undis- 
charged obligations can look forward to whatever the unseen 
world may have to bring, Socrates takes the opportunity to 
raise the (iu(^stion what 8tKaLO(rvvTj, taken in the sense of the 
supreme rule of right — “ morality ** as we might say — is. What is 
the rule by which a man should order the whole of his lif(J ? Before 
we can embark on the question seriously, we need to be satisfied 
that it is not already answered for us by the ordinary current moral 
maxims of the decent man ; that there really is a problem to be 
solved. Next we have to see that the theories in vogue among 
the superficially “ enlightened,** which pretend to answer the 
question in a revolutionary way, are hopelessly incoherent. Only 
when we have seen that neither current convention nor current anti- 
conventionalism has any solution of the problem are we in a 
position to raise it and answer it by the true method. Thus there 
are three points of view to be considered: that of the unphilo- 
sophical decent representative of current convention, sustained 
by Cephalus and his son Polcmarchus; that of the “ new morality," 
represented by Thrasymachus ; and that of sober philosophical 
thinking, represented by Socrates. 

As to the first point of view, that of decent acquiescence in a 
respectable convention which has never been criticized, we note, 
and this may serve as a corrective to exaggerations about the 
extent to which “ the Greeks " identified morality with the vofios 
of a “ city," that Plato has deliberately chosen as the exponent 
of moral convention a representative who, as a /xctoiko?, naturally 
makes no appeal to the " city ** and its usages ; the rule of Cephalus 
is specially characteristic not of a ttoAi? but of a profession, and 
a profession which in all ages has enjoyed the reputation of sound 
and homely rectitude. The old man’s morality is just that which 
is characteristic of the honourable merchant of all places. “ Right," 
according to him, means “ giving to every man his own, and speaking 
the truth,'* i.e. a man is to honour his business obligations and his 
word is to " be as good as his bond " ; the man who acts thus has 
discharged the whole duty of man. The point of the conversation 
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begun between Socrates and Cephalus, and continued with Pole- 
marchus as respondent, is merely that this simple rule for business 
transactions cannot be regarded as a supreme principle of morality 
for two reasons, (i) There are cases wliere to adhere to the letter 
of it would be felt at once to be a violation of the spirit of right ; 
(2) if you do try to put it into the form of a universal principle by 
explaining that “ giving a man his own means treating him as 
he deserves,** “ giving him his due,** however you understand the 
words “ a man’s due,” you get again a morally had principle.^ 
Against Polemarchus, who thinks that morality can be reduced to 
” giving every one his due ” in the sense of being a thoroughly 
valuable friend to your friends and a dangerous enemy to your foes 
(a working morality expressed in the ” gnomic ” verses of Solon 
and Theognis), it has to be shown that to make such a principle 
of conduct acceptable to a decent man’s conscience, we must at 
least take our “ friends ” and “ foes ” to mean “ the good ” and 
” the bad ” respectively, and that, even then, the principle is 
condemned by the fact that it makes it one half of morality to 
“ do evil ” to some one. The argument equally disposes incidentally 
of the ” sop^histic ** conception of ” goodness ” as a kind of special 
accomplishment by showing : (i) that in any definite situation 
in life, the ” accomplishment ” needed to confer the benefit de- 
manded by that situation is some kind of skill other than ” good- 
ness ” ; and (2) that all these accomplishments can be put to a 
morally bad, as well as to a morally good, me. Virtue, for example, 
will not make a man the best of all advisers about an investment, 
and the knowledge which dot s make a man a good counsellor on 
such a matter also makes him a very dangerous adviser, if hv 
chooses to use it for a fraudulent end. This prepares us to discover 
later on that though ” goodness ” in the end is knowledge and 
nothing but knowledge, it is something quite different from the 
” arts ” or ” accompolishments ” with which the professional 
” teachers of goodness ” confound it. 

When we come to the anti-conventional ” immoralism ” of the 
” enlightenment,” it is important to remark that Thrasymachus 
is made to overstate the position ; as Glaucon says, at the opening 
of the second book, he has bungled the case. (As we know of no 
reason why Plato should misrepresent a prominent man of the 
preceding generation, the violence and exaggeration is presumably 
a genuine characteristic of the actual Thrasymachus, and it is used 

^ The apparent triviality of the examples chosen by Socrates to illustrate 
his point is only apparent. He takes simple illustrations, as Professor Burnet 
has said, because the issue at stake is most readily seen in such cases. Thus, 
e.g.f the question whether one should return a weapon to a lunatic because it is 
his raises the problem 'whether it is the duty of a banker to honour all the 
cheques of a wealthy senile client, or of a solicitor to take his instructions for 
a manifestly insane will without any warning to his family; and these are 
questions of moment, not only for the casuist but for the legislator. Grotius 
has to begin with precisely the same kind of elementary example when he 
wants to discuss the problems connected with international good faith in the 
De iure belli et pads. 
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mainly, for humorous effect. Thrasymachus, like modern authors 
whom one could name, must not be taken to mean all he says too 
seriously. Bluster is a mannerism with him, as it is in fact with 
some successful advocates. The serious statement of the im- 
moralist case is reserved for Glaucon.) As Thrasymachus states the 
case, there is really no such thing as moral obligation. What men 
call right " is the interest of the superior.'' (In this phrase, to 
Kp€iTToi' is to be taken as neuter, and what is meant is “ the 
sovereign ” in a community.) The theory is that right or morality 
is a synonym for conformity to vo/xos (the institutions and traditions 
of the community). But these institutions have been originally 
imposed on the community by the sovereign " purely with a view 
to his own benefit, and the only reason why they should be respected 
is that the “ sovereign ” has the power to make you suffer if you 
do not respect them. Hence, unlike Hobbes, Thrasymachus feels 
no need to justify the absolutism of the “ sovereign ” by appeal to 
the “ social contract ” by which he has been invested with his 
sovereign powers ; since he does not regard “ right " as having any 
meaning, lie has not to show that the sovereign has any right to 
obedience ; it is sufficient to observe that his power to enforce 
obedience is guaranteed by the simple fact that he is the sovereign. 
Like the imaginary prehistoric kings and priests of Rousseau or 
Shelley, he has succeeded in imposing his will on the community 
and there is nothing more to be said. In practice this theory 
would work out exactly like that of Callicles in the Gorgias, but 
there is the important difference that, in theory, the two immor- 
alists start from opposite assumptions. Callicles is a partisan of 
(fivaL^ who honestly believes that in the order of things " the 
strong man has a genuine right to tak(i full advantage of his strength ; 
Thrasymachus is pushing the opposite view of all morality as mere 
“convention" to an extreme. The evidence for his theory is, 
in the first instance, simply the fact that all governments make 
“high treason," the subversion of the sovereign, the gravest crime. 
The first care of every government is to ensure the constitution, 
whatever it is, against revolution. By pure confusion of thought 
the safi'guarding of the constitution is then identified with the 
safeguarding of the private interests of the particular pc^rsons who 
happen at any moment to be exercising the function of sovereignty. 
Subsequently an appeal is made to the familiar facts about the 
“ seamy side " of political and private life, the unscrupulosity and 
self-sec'king of politicians, and the readiness of private men to cheat 
one another and the community, to job for their families and the 
like, when the chance offers. It would be easy to show that the 
indictment is drawn up with careful reference to features of con- 
temporary Athenian life, but the reasoning of Thrasymachus rests 
on the further assumption that the seamy side of life is its only 
side ; life is robbing and being robbed, cheating and being cheated, 
and nothing else. This is, after all, not an impartial picture even of 
a society groaning under the rule of a tyrant or a demagogue, and 
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when Socrates comes to reply, he also finds no difficulty in aj^pealinc 
to equally real ” facts of a very different kind. e.g. the fact that 
a politician expects to get some sort of remuneration for his work, 
which shows that the work itself is not necessarily a “ paying ” 
tiling. Even in the world as it is, the “strong man's “ life ‘is not 
all getting and no giving. 

The fact is that 1'hrasymachus, like Mr. Shaw or Mr. Chesterton, 
has the journalist's trick of facile exaggeration. He is too good a 
journalist to be an esprit juste, and the consequence is that he lands 
himself in a dilemma. If his “ sovereign " who has a view only 
to the interests of “ number one " is meant to be an actual persoli 
or body of persons, it is obvious, as Socrates says, that he is not 
infallible. It is not true that the moral code and the institutions 
of any society are simply adapted to gratify the personal desires of 
the sovereign who, according to Thrasymachus, devises them, ot- 
to further his interests ; judged by that standard, every existing 
set of ro/xot is full of blunders.^ But if you assume that the 
sovereign is always aliyti to his own int(;rests and always embodies 
them in his regulations, your sovereign is a creature of theory, an 
“ ideal,” and you lay yourself open at once to the line of argument 
adopted by Socrates to show that his worth dei)ends on fulfilling 
a social function, independently of the question whether he gets 
any private advantage from his position or not. I he “ new 
morality ” of Thrasymachus must tluTefore stand or fall on its 
own merits as an ethical theory ; it deriv(^s no real support from 
his speculations about the origin of government in the strong man’s 
“ will to power.” 

On the argument by which Socrates meets the strictly ethical 
assertion that “ conventional ” morality is a mere expression of 
the low intelligence and weakness of the ” herd,” all 1 wish to 
remark here is that he is guided throughout by the Pythagorean 
analogy between tuned string, healthy body and healthy mind, 
which is the key to half the best thought of the Greek moralists. 
The immoralist’s case is really disposed of in principle by the often 
misunderstood argumemt about 7rAeov€^ta [Rep. i. 349/>--35oc). The 
reasoning already contains in germ the whole doctrine of the 
“ right mean ” afterwards developed in the Philebus and th(j Ethics 
of Aristotle. The point is that in all applications of intelligence 
to the conduct of activity of any kind, the supreme wisdom is to 
know just where to stop, and to stop just there and nowhere else. 

^ For example, on J hrasymaclius’ theory, the SijjjLos, which is the Kpelrrov 
at Athens, must be supposed to have adopted the institution of ostracism in 
the interests of the as a safep^uard against would-be “ dictators.” But 

in actual working the institution favours the aspirant to a dictatorship by 
giving him a chance to remove the natural leaders of a ” constitutional opposi- 
tion.” 'I he selection of magistrates by lot, again, must be supposed to have 
been adopted to equalize the chances of the citizens ; but, as its ancient critics 
said, it ma)^ work the wrong way, since it gives the fjLiorod'qfxos as good a chance 
of office as anyone else, whereas he would be handicapped under an elective 
system by his known or suspected hostility to the constitution. 
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Thfc “wise man/* like the musician or the physician, knows what 
the fool or the quack never knows, “ how much is enough.’* The 
mistake common to the fool in the management of life and the 
bungler tuning a musical instrument or treating a sick man, is 
that they believe in the adage that you “ can’t have too much of a 
good thing.” On the strength of this misleading faith, one ruins 
his instrument, another kills his patient, and the third spoils his 
own life. There is a “ just right ” in all the affairs of life, and to 
go beyond it is to spoil your performance, and consequently to 
miss “ happiness.” Once grasped, this point leads on to the other 
that the “ just right ” in any performance means the adequate 
discharge of function, and that happiness, in turn, depends on 
discharge of function. The introduction to the Republic thus leads 
us up to pnicisely the teleological conception of the rule of conduct 
from which Butler starts in the Preface to his Sermons. “ Happi- 
ness ” depends on “ conformity to our nature as active beings.” 
What “ active priiicii)les ” that nature comprises and how they 
are organized into a “ system ” we learn in the immediately follow- 
ing books. 

With the opening of the second book, we are introduced to the 
genuine version of the immoralist doctrine of which Thrasymachus 
had given a mere exaggeration, the theory that regard for moral 
rules is a pis aller, though one which is unfortunately unavoidable 
by ordinary humanity. The theory is often referred to as that 
of Glaucon and Adimantus, but it should be noted that Adimantus 
takes no part in the statement of the theory and that Glaucon, 
who does explain it fully, is careful to dissociate himself from it ; 
it is given as a speculation widely current in educated circles of the 
time of the Archidamian war and supported by specious though, as 
Glaucon holds, unsound arguments. His own position is simply 
that of an advocate speaking from his brief. He undertakes to 
make an effective defence of the case which Thrasymachus had 
mismanaged, in order that it may really be disprovt^d, not merely 
dismissed without thorough examination of its real merits. The 
important feature of his argument is not so much the well-known 
statement of the “ social contract ” theory of the origin of moral 
codes as the analysis of existing morality to which the historical 
speculation is meant to lead up. The point is that “ men practises 
the rules of right not because they choose, but because they cannot 
help themselves.” At heart every one is set simply on gratifying 
his own passions, but you will best succeed in doing this by having 
the fear of your fellow-men before your eyes and abstaining from 
aggression on them. If you get the chance to gratify your passions 
without moral scruples, and can be sure not to be found out and 
made to suffer, you would be a fool not to benefit by your oppor- 
tunity. This is the point of the imaginative fiction about the 
“ ring of Gyges.” The real fact which gives the sting to the 
fiction is simply that we all know that there is no human virtue 
which would not be deteriorated by confidence of immunity from 
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detection. None of us could safely be trusted to come through the 
ordeal with our characters undepraved. Wc are all prone to lower 
our standard when we believe that there is no eye, human or divine, 
upon us. There can be little doubt that a theory of this kind, 
which amounts to the view suggested as possible by Kant that 
no single human act has ever been done simply “ from duty,” was 
a current one in the age of Socrates, and we can even name one of 
the sources upon which Plato is presumably drawing. 'I'hc theory 
attempts to combine in one formula the two rival conceptions of 
” nature ” and “ convention ” as regulative of action. It amounts 
to saying that there is a morality of unscrupulous egoism which is 
that of “ nature " and is practised by us all when we are safe from 
detection, and another and very different ” morality of convention,” 
a morality of mutual respect for ” claims and counte r-claims ” 
which we are obliged to conforai to, so far as our behaviour is 
exposed to the inspection of our fellows. This doctrine is taught 
in so many words in a long fragment, discovered at Oxyrhynchus, 
of Socrates’ contemporary and rival. Antiphon the ” sophist.” ^ 
According to Antiphon, the ” wise man,” who means to make a 
success of life, wiU practise ” conventional justice ” when he believes 
that his conduct will be observed by others, but will fall back on 
” natural justice ” whenever he can be sure of not being found out. 
This is exactly the position Glaucon means to urge in his apologue. 
What he wants Socrates to prove is that the conception of the two 
rival moralities is a false one ; that mutual respect of rights is the 
true morality of ” nature,” as much as of ” convention,” the course 
of conduct suitable to ‘ ‘ our nature as agents.” The proof is supplied 
in the end by the doctrine of the ” parts of the soul ” in Republic iv,, 
exactly as Butler attempts to supply a similar proof of the same 
thesis by his account of the hierarchy of the ” active principles ” in 
his three Sermons on Human Nature. 

The contribution of Adimantus to the discussion is that he 
places the argument for regarding respect for the rights of one’s 
neighbour as a mere cover for self-seeking on a basis independent of 
all speculations about moral origins. The tone of his speech is 
carefully differentiated from that of Glaucon. Glaucon, as he 
himself admits, is simply making the ablest forensic defence hci 
can of his case, and can jest about the ^sto with which he lias 
thrown himself into the cause of a dubious client ; Adimantus 
speaks from the heart in a vein of unmistakable moral indignation. 
He complains not of the speculations of dashing advanced thinkers, 
but of the low grounds on which the defence of morality is based by 
the very parties who might be presumed to have it most at heart. 
Parents who are sincerely anxious that their sons should grow up 
to be honest and honourable men regularly recommend virtue 
simply on the ground of its value as a means to worldly success 
and enjoyment ; they never dwell on the intrinsic worth of virtue 

^ Oxyrhynchus Papyri, XI, no. 13O4. 
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itself. On the contrary, their habitual insistence on the hardness 
of the path of virtue and the pleasantness of vicious courses suggests 
that they think virtue in itself no true good. And the poets all 
speak the same language. When you come to the representatives 
of religion, who might be expected to take the highest line, you 
find that they are worst of all. 'I'hey terrify the sinner by their 
stories of judgment to come, but only as a preliminary step to 
assuring him that they will, for a small consideration, make his 
peace with Heaven by easy ritual performances and sacraments 
which involve no change of heart. I'he whole influence of religion 
and education sinuns to be thrown into the scale against a genuine 
inward morality, and this is a much more serious matter than the 
speculations of a few eleven men about the “ original contract ” 
and the motives whicli prompted it. We need a muv religion and a 
new educational system. (We must, of course, note that the 
indictment of n^ligion is throughout aimed not at the official cult us 
of th(^ city, but at the Orphic and similar sects ; the vehemence 
with which Adimantus speaks seems to indicate an intense personal 
hostility to these debased “ Salvationists which is presumably a 
real trait of the man’s character.) 

The effect of the two speeches, taken in conjunction, is to im- 
pose on Socrates the task of indicating, by a sound analysis of 
human nature, the real foundations of morality in the very constitu- 
tion of man, and of showing how education and religion can be, 
and ought to be, mad(^ allies, not enemies, of a sound morality. 
This, we may say, is the simple theme of the whoki of the rest of the 
dialogue. Some comuKaits may be offered on the various stages 
of the demonstration, 'fhe theme has already been propounded 
in th(^ demand of Glaucon that it shall be made clear how “ justice ” 
and “ injustice " respc'ctively affect the inner life of their poss(‘ssor, 
independently of any sanctions, human or divine. It is to the 
answer to tliis question that Socrates is really addressing himself 
in the picture of an ideally good man living in an ideal relation to 
society, which culminates in the description, given in Books VI.-VII., 
(T the pliilosopluT'king, his functions in society, and the discipline 
by which he is lilted for their discharge, as well as by the briefer 
studies, in Books VIII. and IX., of increasing degeneration from 
the true type of manhood. The answer to Adimantus, so far as his 
indictment of (xlucation is concerned, has to be found in the account 
of the training of the young into worthy moral character by a right 
appeal, through literature and art, to theTmagination (BooksIII.-IV.) ; 
his attack on immoral religion may be said to be the direct occasioin 
both of the regulation of early nursery tales " with which Socrates 
opens his scheme of reform in Book IL, and of the magnificent 
myth of judgment with which the dialogue closes, itself a specimen 
of the way in which the religious imagination may be made the most 
potent reinforcement of a noble rule of life. In dealing with the 
details of the positive contributions of the dialogue to both politics 
and religion, it is necessary to ob.scrve some caution, if we are to 
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avoid specious misunderstandings. We must remember all through 
that the political problem of the right organization of a state is 
avowedly introduced not on its own account, but because we see 
human virtue and vice “ writ large ** in the conduct of a state or a 
political party, and may thus detect in the community the real 
moral significance of much that would escape (uir notices if we only 
studied humanity in the individual.* Hence we shall probably be 
misunderstanding if we imagine, as has sometimes been imagined, 
tliat euth(‘r Socrates or Idato is stTiously proposing a detailed ru'w 
constitution for Athens, and still more if wc. imagine that either 
would have approved of the introduction of tlie nc‘.w constitution 
by revolution into a society wholly unprepared to receive it. The 
most we are entitled to say about any of the detaik'd proposals 
of the Republic is that Plato prescuits them as what, according to 
Socrates, is most in accord with the moral nature of man, and may 
thenToni be expected to b(‘ approximately realized in a thoroughly 
sound condition of society. 

(i) In the impressive picture given in Books 11. I of the 
working of the principle of specialization of function according 
to vocation, which will ultimately turn out to be the foundation 
of all justice,” there are one or two points which have jx^rhaps 
not received sufficient attention, and may therefore be brieily noted. 

I think it is clear that we must not take thv, description of 
the three successive stages through which Socrates' community 
passes as meant to convey any speculation about the beginnings 
of civilization. The ” first city ” is already on the right side of 
the line which separates civilization from barbarism. Its inhab- 
itants are already agriculturists, permanently cultivating a fixed 
territory ; they are at home in the working of metals, and in some 
respects they exhibit an advance in economic organization on 
the Athens of the Periclean age. (Thus they have their clothes 
made by a distinct class of artisans, not woven in the house by the 
women of the family, as was still largely the custom at Athens.) 
The notion that we are reading a satire on Antisthenes and the 
“ return to nature ” is merely ludicrous. What is really described 
is, in the main, the condition of a normal ttoAi? where the citizens 
are farming-folk. To me it seems clear that, so far as Plato has 
any particular historical development before his mind, he is think- 
ing of what Athens itself had been before the period of victory and 
expansion which made her an imperial city and the centre of a 
world- wide sea-borne commerce. (This is suggested almost irre- 
sistibly by the assumption that even the ** first city,” like Athens, 
requires to import a good many of its necessaries from elsewhere, 

^ For example, punctuality is what is commonly considered a ** minor 
social virtue.” A man is not thought much the worse of, if he is always late 
at an appointment. But when we see how the issue of a campaign or even 
of a war may be affected, if expected reinforcements arrive just a little too 
late, we are reminded that it is a dangerous thing to call any virtue a ” minor ” 
one. The contemplation of the ” large letters ” teaches us not to despise 
” minute imrticulars.” 
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and consequently contains merchants and sailors, and is already 
producing for the foreign market.) In the description of the 
steps by which this little society expands and becomes a city with 
a multitude of artificial wants, and trades which minister to them, 
thus acquiring a “ superfluous population " which must somehow 
be provided for, we can hardly sc^e anything but a conscious re- 
flection of the actual expansion of Attica under Cimon and Pericles. 

(2) We must, of course, note that not all the artificial wants 
which arise in the city as it becomes “ luxurious '' are meant to b(' 
condemned. Even the demand for delicacies for the table is an 
indication that the standard of living is rising, and all social students 
know that a rise in this standard is by no means an entirely unwhole- 
some thing. It is more significant that one of the chief features 
of the development is the growth of professions like those of the 
actor and the impresario. People are beginning to feel the need of 
amusement, and this means, of course, that they are becoming 
conscious that they have minds, which need to be fed no less than 
their bodies. Presumably the reason why Socrates could not look 
for “ justice in the community of farmers, but has to wait for 
the luxurious city ** to come into existence and be reformed, 
is precisely that the members of the first society would hardly 
be alive to the fact that they have souls at all ; they could not feel 
the need for a daily supply of any bread but that which perishes ; 
they have no “ social problem.'' 

(3) It has been asked why, when over-population leads to an 
acute social problem, aggressive warfare rather than colonization 
should be assumed as the only way out of the difficulty. The 
answer, of course, is simple. In the first place, peaceful coloniza- 
tion of derelict territories had never been a feasible procedure 
for a Greek city. The founders of the ancient and famous cities 
we call the “ Greek colonies " had regularly had to wrest their sites 
from previous occupants not much inferior to themselves in “ cul- 
ture." There was no America or Australia in the Mediterranean 
basin. And in the second, Socrates knows his countrymen and 
is well aware that a Greek " surplus population " would not be 
likely to transport itself across the seas in quest of a new home so 
long as there was a fair chance of a successful inroad on its neigh- 
bours. He is, as he says, not discussing the morality of the pro- 
ceeding ; he is merely noting that it is what the city would, in 
fact, do. (In theory, to be sure, it was a commonplace that an 
aggressive war of expansion is not a iustum helium.) And the point 
he wishes to insist on is the perfectly sound one, that the experience 
of having to make common sacrifices and face common dangers in 
war, just or unjust (but when did any nation throw its soul into 
the prosecution of a war which it seriously believed to be unjust ?), 
does more to generate self-devotion in citizens than any other. War 
gives the .social reformer his chance, for the double reason that 
it produces the temper which is willing to live hard, make sacri- 
fices, and submit to discipline, and, when it is hard contested and 
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the issue doubtful, it makes the necessity for sacrifice and submission 
pressing and patent. We who have lived through the events of 
1914-1918 should be able to understand this from our own experience. 

(4) It is unhappily customary to make two bad mistakes about 
the nature of the reconstituted social structure which, in Socrates* 
narrative, emerges from the experience provided by a great war. 
It is called a “ system of caste,** and the matter is then made worse 
by calling the hrjixiovpyol who form the third of Socrates* social 
classes, the working class,** or “ the industrial class.** The 
immediate consequence is that the social and political theory of the 
Republic suffers a complete travesty, due to the unconscious in- 
fluence of ideas derived from our experience of modern “ industrial- 
ism.** To guard against misconceptions of this kind, we must, in 
the first place, be clear on the point that there is no system of 
“caste** in the Republic, The characteristic of “caste** is that 
one is born into it, and that once born into a caste it is impossible 
to rise above it. You may forfeit your caste in various ways, as a 
Brahmin does by crossing the seas, but no one can become a 
Brahmin if he is not born one. Now Socrates believes, rightly or 
wrongly, that heredity is a powerful force in the intellectual and 
moral sphere ; as a general rule, a man will find his natural place 
in the “ class ** to which his parents belong (all the more, no doubt, 
as procreation is to be placed under careful “ eugenic ** regulations). 
But the rule has its notable exceptions : there are those who prove 
quite unfitted for the work of the class into which they are born, 
and those who show themselves qualified to take their place in a 
higher class. Hence it is part of Socrates* idea that the early life 
of the individual shall be under close and constant surveillance, 
and subjected to repeated tests of character and intelligence. 
There is to be every opportunity for the discovery and degradation 
of the unworthy and the promotion of the worthy; no one is to 
be ensured by the accident of birth in a particular social status, 
and no one is to be excluded by it from rising to the highest 
eminence. This qualification of the principle of heredity by the 
antithetic principle of the “ open career ** for ability and character 
is absolutely destructive of “caste.** The philosopher-kings or the 
soldiers of the Socratic state are no more a “ caste ** than Napoleon *s 
marshals. And, in the second place, the 877/xtoupyot do not corre- 
spond to what we call the “artisan** or “working** class, t,e, 
to wage-earners or persons who maintain themselves by selling their 
labour. They include our wage-earners, but they also include the 
great bulk of what we should call the civilian population, inde- 
pendently of economic status. The thought underlying the dis- 
tinction of the three classes has primarily nothing to do with 
economic status. It is simply that in any full-grown society, you 
may distinguish three types of social service. There is a small 
section which serves the community directly by directing its public 
life, making rules and regulations and controlling policy. These 
are the “ complete ** or “ full-grown ** guardians. There is necessarily 
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an executive arm, whose business it is to support the directive 
action of the first class by the necessary physical force against 
enemies from witliout and malcontents and ohenders from within, 
the army and police. It is this body which Socrates calls by the 
name iirUovpoi, and it should be noted that he selects the word 
not merely for the appropriateness of its literal sense (“helpers," 
“ auxiliaries "), but because it was, as we can see e.g. from Herodotus, 
the technical name for the trained professional body-guard of 
monarchs, and therefon' indicates the important point that the 
“executive " of the Socralic State is a carefully trained professional 
fighting force, not an amateur constabulary or militia. The 
associations of the word are the same as those of such an English 
(expression as “ the Guards," and Socrates docs not scruple to apply 
to his irrLKovfmL the opprobrious name by which such permanent 
profc‘ssional soldiers were called in Greek democracies, which 
objected on principle to their existence. They are, like the Ionian 
and Carian soldiers of an Amasis, ihlo-Oiotol (“ mercenaries "),^ 
except for two considerations — -that they are citizens, not aliens, 
and that the only ^ur66q they get is their “ keep." These two 
classes are distinguished by the fact that they are the only direct 
“ servants of the public." What remains is the whole bulk of the 
“civilian population," with the exception of the “guardians" — 
every one who does not directly serve the public either as a states- 
man or as a soldier or policeman. Thus the SrjfxLovpyoL include 
not only all the so-called “ working class," but the whole body of 
professional men, and the whole class of employers of labour. Since 
the two superior classes arc expn'ssly forbi(iden to have any kind of 
property, personally or as classes, it follows that the whole “ capital " 
of the State is in the hands of the 8yjp,LovpyoL. A “ merchant 
])rince," under such a classification, is just as much one of the 
" industrials " as his clerks and office-boys. Much pundy perverse 
criticism of the scheme would have been obviated if this simple 
consideration had been duly kept in mind. 

(5) An immediate consequence is that, in spite of all that has 
been said about the “ socialism " or “ communism " of the Republic, 
there is really neither socialism nor communism to be found in 
the work. The current confusions on the point are probably 
due mainly to the mistaken notion that the emphatic demand of 
Book IV.2 for the banishment of “ wealth " and “ penury " from 
society must be the proposal of a communist, or at least of a 
socialist. This assumption is, on the face of it, absurd. The point 
made in Book IV. is simply that a man’s character and work in life 
will be spoiled equally by the possession of irresponsible wealth, 
with no adequate social duties attached to it, and by a penury which 
breaks his spirit and forces him to do bad and scamped work in 
order to keep himself alive. A man may be aware of these dangers 
without adopting either the socialist or the communist theory of 
the right economic organization of society. In point of fact, 
^ Rep, iv. 419^-420^. * Rep. iv. 421^ ff. 
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nothing much is said in the book about the economic organization of 
the only class who have any economic function at all, the ^yjfxuwpyoL, 
but the implication of what is said is that there are differences of 
wealth among tlu'm, and that the “ means of production and dis- 
tribution ” arc individually owned and operated. In Book Vlll. 
it is carefully indicati'd that one of the first signs of the degeneration 
of the ideal State into a “timocracy'' is the acquisition of real and 
personal property by the two superior classt's (they “ apj)ropriate 
lands and houses," (viii. 547^)), but nothing is said of the first 
introduction of private property among the ^rumLovpyoL, who thus 
must be presumed to have enjoyed it all along. There are other 
more geiu ral considerations which point to the same conclusion. 
For one thing, both pure communism and “ State nionc'jpoly " of the 
means of production are so alien to the system of a Greek 
the “ State ownership " of the silver mines at Laurium was an 
exception at Athens — that Socrates could not be presumed to be 
contemplating either, unless he expressly explaincal himself. For 
allot h(T, it is ck'ar that agriculture is the assumed economic founda- 
tion of the life of his city, and agriculture is just the pursuit to 
which a “socialistic " economic system is least c^asy of application. 
Collectivism is historically an ideal of the "proletariat" of great 
towns ; the farmer has always been t('nacious of the vcTy different 
ideal of peasant ownership. And it is notic(\able that in the Laws 
Plato declares himself for peasant ownershiy) in its extrcunc' form. 
The citizens there not merely own their " holdings " but own them 
as their iiiali<'nable patrimonies, and “ common cultivation " is 
ex])ressly fort)idden (v. y^oa-b). We may fairly take it that if he 
had intended to represent Ins master as adv^ocating vic'ws of a 
radically different type, he would have made the point unmistakable. 
Hence, it seems to me that we must recognize that the economic 
organization of the ideal city of the Republic is definitely " indi- 
vidualistic." Yet we must not suppose that Plato is in any sense 
putting Socrates forward as a conscious " anti-socialist." The 
real object of the one restriction of ownership on which the dialogue* 
insists as fundamental, the prohibition of all property to the direct 
s(*rvants of the State, is not economic. The purpose is the same as 
that of the still more emphatic prohibition of family life, the^ ('limina- 
tion of the conflict between public duty and pe'isonal interest. 
What Socrates wants, as Bosanqiu't has said, is simply to divorce 
political power from financial influence. Wt*alth is to have no 
political influence in his society ; it is " plutocracy," not individual 
ownership, which he is determined to suppn'ss. His rulers arc? much 
more in the position of a mediaeval military monastic ordca’ than in 
that of a collectivist bureaucracy. 

(6) It may not be unnecessary to remark that, as there is no 
socialism, there is also no “ community of women " in the Republic, 
If the reader will take the trouble to work out the consequcmces of 
the regulations prescribed for the mating of the guardians, he v/ill 
find that the impulses of sex and the family affections connected with 



278 PLATO: THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

them are subjected to much severer restraint than any which has 
ever been adopted by a Christian society. It is plain that the 
governing classes, to whom the n'gulations arc meant to apply, 
are expected to find no gratification for the sexual impulses except 
on the solemn occasions when they are called on to beget offspring 
for the State. The extension of the duties of the “ guardian ” 
to both sexes of itself carries tlie consequence that these occasions 
arise only at long intervals ; and the self-denial implied in the 
acci^ptance of such a rule of life might prove to be even sevc'RT 
than that imposed on the monk by his vow of chastity, for the very 
rc^ason tliat the inhibition has to be broken througli at the time 
when th(‘ State so commands. Indeed, the overwhelming probability" 
is that if any society should attempt to enforce on any part of itself 
regulations of the kind pro]:)osed in the Republic, tlie attempt would 
fail just b(H:ause of their intolerable siwerity. No actual ruling 
class would be likely to consent to the absolute (‘limination of tlie 
affections (jf the. family circle from its own life, even if it wen* 
pre]:>ared to reduce the gratilication of the physical imjnilses of 
s(‘X to the contemplated minimum. The true criticism on the 
whole treatment of sex in the Republic is that, like all non-Christian 
moralists, rigourist or relaxed, Socrates very much underestimates 
the .signilicance of sex for the whole of the spiritual life. Whatever 
we may think on this point, it is important to remember that at 
any rate the general principles which underlie the treatment of 
the position of women in Republic v. are no personal “ development " 
of Plato’s; they l)elong to the actual Socrates. Aeschines, in the 
remains of his Aspasia, agrees with Plato in representing the philo- 
sopher as insisting that “ the goodness of a woman is the same as that 
of a man,” and illustrating the thesis by the political abilities of 
Aspasia and tlu^ military achievements of the Persian ” Amazon ” 
Rhodogyne.^ Hence the thought that the duties of statesmanship 
and warfare should be extended to women must be n'garded as 
strictly Socratic, and the rest of the proposals of Republic v. are no 
more than necessary consequences of this position. If tluy are to be 
rejected, we must refute the assumption on which they arc based, 
that the distinction of sex is one which only affects tlu* individual in 
respect to the part to be played in contributing to procreation and 
the rearing of a new generation ; we must be prepared to hold that the 
difference goes deeper and modifies the whole spiritual life profoundly. 

(7) There arc one or two remarks which may be made about 
the plan of moral and religious training laid down in Books IT and 
III., as supplementary to the many excellent studies of this part 
of the dialogue already in cxistenct^. We note tliat in the proposed 
purification of the stories by w'hich religious impressions are to be 
communicated to the very young, it is not merely, nor even mainly, 
the Homeric mythology to which exception is taken, the crowning 
offenders are Hesiod and the other theogonists who have related 

' See the fragments of the Aspasia collated in H. Dittmar’s Aeschines 
von Sphettos, 275-283. 
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stories of the violent subversion of older dynasties of gods by 
younger. This would, of course, include the Orphicists ; Socrates 
has not forgotten that it was they against whom the denunciation 
of Adimantus had been more specially directed. It is even more 
instructive to obsc^rve that the attack on tragedy as propagating 
false religious conceptions is directly aimed at Aeschylus, wlio has 
oft('n been mistaken in modern times for an exponent of tlie religion 
of simple-minded Athenians. This means two things. It means 
that to the Periclean age, even as late as the time of the i)eace of 
Nicias, Aeschylus was still the great re])resentative of tragedy, in 
spite of the popularity and renown of Sophocles, who was clearly 
tliouglit of, as he is thought of in Aristoplianes’ Frogs, as a follower, 
though a worthy follower, of the great originator of tragedy. If 
Sophocles had in his own day already bee n recognized as “ the 
mellow glory of the Attic stage,'' it would be a mystt'ry why nothing 
is said of the very unsatisfactory part played by the gods in such a 
work as the King Oedipus. It also means that vSocrates is alivi^ 
to the fact that Aeschylus is no old-fashioned, simple-minded 
worshipper of Apollo of Delphi, or the Olympians generally. In 
fact, a blasphemy ” against Apollo is precisely one of the counts 
brought against him. If it is ‘‘ atheism " to represent the Olympians 
as practising a questionable morality, Aeschylus, in spite of Dr. 
Verrall, is just as much an “ atheist " as Euripides, and Socrates 
rightly makes the point. ^ 

(8) Most of the stx’cific criticisms contained in the discussion 
of the educational employment of poetry and music are, naturally 
enough, negative. Socrates clearly holds quite strongly that the 
tendency of the art of his own time is to a love of a relaxed and 
formless complexity and variety for its own sake, and lui thinks 
it necessary, in the interests of character, as well as of taste, to 
revert to austerer and more “ classical " standards. It is important 
to remember that tht'so strictures are put into the mouth of Socrati's, 
S])eaking not later than the peace of Nicias. 

We must not, then, suppose that they are aimed at epigoni 
of a later generation. It is not the floridity of Timotheus or 
Agathon which is iho object of attack, but the art of the Periclean 
age. We are only throwing dust in our own eyes if we suppose 
that Socrates wants merely to repress the cheap music-hall and the 
garish melodrama, or the equivalents of freak movements like 
Dada. He is seriously proposing to censure just what we consider 
the imperishable contributions of Athens to the art and literature 
of the world, because he holds that they have tendencies which are 

^it would be singularly unlikely tliJit Aeschylus, who had fought at 
Marathon, should feel any particular devotion to a god who had “ medized ” 
all through the Persian wars. 'J hat he felt none is surely proved by the part 
Apollo is made to play all through the Orestean trilogy. 'J'he so-called naivete 
of Aeschylus, like that of Herodotus, is a product of consummate art. In 
one important passage where the poet really is expressing personal religious 
conviction he is at pains to tell us that " popular orthodoxy is against him 
{A gam. 757, dlxa 5 ’ kWutP fjL0v6(f>puv elfil). 
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unfavourable to the highest development of moral personality. 
The magnitude of the sacrifice is the true measure of the value 
he ascribes to the end for which he purposes to make it. We shall 
not appreciate his position unless we understand quite clearly 
that he is in downright earnest with the consideration that the 
connexion between aesthetic taste and morality is so close that 
whatever tends to ennoble our aesthetic taste directly tends to 
elevate our character, and whatever tends to foster a “ taste " for 
the debased in art tends equally to deprave a man's wliole moral 
being. Whether we share this conviction or not, the recognition 
that Socrates holds it with as little qualification as Ruskin is th(‘ 
key to the understanding of the whole discussion of early education. 
We are allowed also to see incidentally that the suggested reforms 
in “ musical ” education are not meant to be limited to the censure 
of what is debased. It is meant that the young “ guardian " is to 
be subject(‘d from the first to the positive influenct‘s of lofty art of 
every description. (Painting, cmbroider3^ architectun^ and certain 
“ minor arts " -one naturally thinks of the characteristic Athcmian 
art of pottery as an example— arc expressly specified. Republic iii. 
^oia ff.) The growing boy or girl is to live in an environment of 
beauty, and the appreciation of the beauty of the environment 
is expected to lead insensibly to appreciation of whatever is morally 
lovely and of good report in conduct and character. To .Socrates' 
mind the moral employment of such epithets as “ fair," " foul," 
" graceful," " graceless," is no mere metaphor, but a genuine 
analogy based on the fact that all sensible beauty is itself the ex- 
pression and shadow of an inward beauty of character.^ 

(9) Since the whole of the early education contiunplated in the 
Re public is based on an appeal to taste and imagination, it follows 
that, as Socrates is careful to insist, the " goodness " it produces, 
though it will be quite sufficient for every class except the statesmen, 
is not the true and philosophic goodness of which the Phaedo speaks. 
As we are carefully reminded, the self-devotion of even the fighting 
force of tlie reformed city is founded on " opinion," not on know- 
ledge ; their virtue is absolute loyalty to a sound tradition which 
they have imbibed from their “social environment," not loyalty to 
the claims of a summum bonum graspi’d by personal insight. Thus 
the virtue dcscrilxKl and analysed in Book IV. is still “ ])Opular 
virtue " ; its superiority over the goodness of the average Athenian, 
the respectability we have heard Protagoras preaching, is due simply 
to the superiority of the " social tradition " of th(‘ Socratic cit}^ 
over that of Periclean democracy. There is thus a double reason 

' Besides painting embroidery, and architecture, the Republic [lx.) men- 
tions weaving, the manufacture of all “ vessels " or " furniture " (o-Keuaii/), and 
appears to alliule to gardening. There would be plenty of room in Socrates' 
city for the arts of design, if there is not much left for the poet and dramatist. 
It is an interesting question whether Socrates may not be right in what is his 
evident conviction that the greatest art does require a certain austerity and 
severe restriction in the matter of its vehicles of expression. I suggest the 
question without wishing to answer it. 
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why we are bound to regard the picture of philosophers and their 
philosophic virtue drawn in the central books as an t'ssential part of 
the argument, and to reject any speculations which treat this part 
of the Republic as an afterthought. The account of that supnmie 
goodness which is indistinguishable from knowledge is absolutely 
necessary in any presentation of Socratic ethics. And again, since 
the statesmen of the Republic have to control and conserve the 
national traditions, they must have a goodness which is not simply 
the product of those conditions themselves. TIktc* would be no 
point in subjecting the good solditT to the control of a higher 
authority if the loyalty to t^stablished tradition which is the 
soldier’s point of honour were the highest moral principle attainable. 
In a Republic without the central books, Sparta would have to 
figure not as an exam phi of the second-best, but as the ideal com- 
munity itself, whereas the whole point of the description of the 
“ timocracy ” in Book VTTT. is that a State like Sparta, where th(‘ 
(jualilies of the mere soldier and sportsman are n'garded as a moral 
ideal, has taken the first fatal step towards complete moral anarchy 
and, in the ordinary course of things, must be expected to take those; 
which follow in due succession. 

Recognition that the; whole account of the virtues given in Re- 
public iv. is thus provisional should save us from attaching too much 
importance to the famous doctrine of the “ three parts ” of the soul. 
VVe must be careful to undcTstand that this doctrine does not proft;ss 
to be original nor to be a piece of scientific psychology. We have 
aln'ady found it presupposed as something known in educated 
circl(;s in the Gorgias and PJiaedo, and have vSe(;n rc'ason to think 
that it is Pythagon^an in origin, as Posidonius is known to hav(‘ 
inaintaincd,^ and din;ctly connected with the theory of the “ three 
lives.” This means that we are to take it j)rimari]y as a working 
account of ” active principles,” or ” springs of action,” which suffi- 
ciently describ('s the leading types of “ goodness,” as goodness can 
be exliibited in any form short of the highest. The scheme will 
thus be (‘xcilleiitly applicable to the goodness of the eirLKavpin, 
for their life is still a form, though the worthiest form, of tlu‘ 
(piXoTifjios pLo<^. Loyalty to “honour,” “chivalry,” “ambition” 
(though a wholly unselfish ambition), is tlu; utmost we demand of 
them ; the life; of duty remains for the best of them a struggk; 
betw^een a “ higher ” and a “ lower,” though a struggle in which 
the “ higher ” regularly wins, and this justifies our recognition of a 
plurality of “ parts of the soul ” in them. It will be characteristic 
of their experience that there should be conflicts of “ desire ” with 
the tradition of loyalty, and that chivalrous sentiment should be 
required to act as the reinforcement of loyalty to tradition in the 
conflict. But the familiar Socratic doctrine is that the “ philo- 
sopher ” who has directly gazed for himself on that supreme good 
of which the Symposium has told us, necessarily desires the good 
he has beheld ; to him “ disobedience to the heavenly vision ” 
* Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy^, 29611. 2. 
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would be impossiblo, exactly as in Christian theology sinful volition 
is held to be impossible to the saints who actually enjoy the beatific 
vision of God. Hence it must follow that, as a description of the 
moral life of the philosopher, the doctrine of the distinct " p)arts 
of the soul becomes iiu n'asingly imf)ossiblc as he makes progress 
towards the goal at which his activity is consciously directed. This 
is why the last word (»f Socrat(^s on the doctrine is to remind us 
that it may b(‘ iK'cessary to revise it when we have grasped the 
truth of tlu'. “ divinity ” of the soul {Rrp. x. 6ii/j ff.), and why we 
are told, when it is first introduced, that we must not expect to 
arrive at exact and certain truth by the line of inquiry we are now 
]>iirsiiing (iv. 435^/).^ 1 do not think it needful to say more about 

the doctriiK*. here, than to uttcT a word of warning against two 
]K)ssibl{‘ misundcTstandings. We must avoid every temptation to 
find a jxirallel between the “ parts ” or “ figures in the soul and 
the modern doctrine of the “ three aspects of a complete “ mental 
process'* (cognition, conation, feeling). Plato is not talking about 
“ aspects ” of this kind, but about rival springs of action, and the 
doctriiK', as presented in the Republic, has no reference to anything 
but action and “ aclivc princij)l('s,” or “ determining motives." 
Also we must not make the blund('r of trying to identify tlu^ 
with " will." Prom the Socratic ])oint of view, imll 
cannot be distinguished from the judgment " this is good," and this 
judgment is always, of course*, a deliverance of the Aoyio-Tt/cor. But 
the Xoyia-TLKov may pronounce, a true judgment, or it may be led 
into a false one und(‘r tlu^ intlueiice of present appetite or of anger 
or ambition, or again, it may only be saved from false judgment 
Ixxause the " s(‘ns(‘ of honour " comers into collision with the 
promptings of appetite. To look in the schemes of the Republic 
for .some facultas clcciiva, int('rvening between the formation of a 
judgim'iit of " practical thinking " and the ensuing action, would 
be to inisuiKkTstand its whole character. 

(ro) \\\‘ se(' then why there can never have been a " first 
Republic,” including the "guardians" and the scheme for their 
early (‘ducation, but without th(^ philoso])her-king and his training 
in hard scientific thinking. 'Fhe philosopher-king is doubly de- 
manded as the. only adecpiate embodiment of the Socratic con- 
ception of goodness, and also as the authority whose pc'rsonal 
insight into good cn'ates tlie public tradition by which the rest of 
.society is to live. I'o do full justice to the conc('|)tion wc*. must 
not forgx't that Socrates’ statesmen arc expected to combine two 

* 1 he is that in the man wlio achieves his eternal saJvati<»n, the 

elements of “ metth' ” aiul “ concupiscence ” are, so to say, transubstan- 
tiated, swallowed up in intellect. (Of course this “ intellect ” would not be 
a “ cold, neutral ” ap])rehensioii of truth, but an intellect on fire with intel- 
lectual “ passion,” a white-hot intelligence.) 'I'lie same suggestion is made 
more o])enly in the 'I'inuicus ((hjc tf.). Since we cannot suppose the IVthag- 
orean 1 imaeus to have learned about the ** tripartite soul ” for tlie first time 
from the conversation of Socrates two days before, the fact that he makes a 
point of the doctrine indicates that Plato regards it as Pythagorean. 
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characters which are not often united. They arc to be original 
scientific thinkers of the first order, but equally, they are to be 
“ saints.” In the account of the character which wall be demanded 
of them and the natural cndow^ments it presupposes, we hear, 
indeed, of the qualifications we also should demand of a scientific 
genius— intellectual quickness, retentive memory and the like — but 
we hear as much, if not more, of what we should regard as moral 
qualifications for sainthood, which may be wainting to a man without 
impairing his eminence in science. How serious Socrati's is with 
this side of the matter is shown by the fact that his philosopluTs 
arc to be selected exclusively from the best specimens of young 
p(!ople who have come out pre-eminently succi.'ssful from the hard 
discipline by which the fighting-force is made. 1'he “ auxiliary '' 
himself, as described in the earlier books, is expc'cted to have all the 
moral elevation of Wordswwth's ” Happy Warrior,'’ and the 
“ Happy Warrior ” is, in turn, only the raw material out of which 
years of hard intellectual labour will make the philosojihic states- 
man. If we lose sight of either half of this ideal w(' shall form a 
sadly defective notion of wdiat the Republic means by a “ philo- 
sopher.” By thinking only of the sainthood, we might come to 
imagine that the philosopher is a kind of Yogi, bent on a selfish 
absorption into the divine calm of the Absolute ; it would then be a 
mystery why he is to be trained for his vocation by years of severe 
mathematical study, and again why, when he has at last descried 
the vision of the good, he should at once be made to dt^vote all his 
powers, throughout the prime of his life, to the wx)rk of government. 
If we tliink only of the science, and say merely that what is aimed 
at is that the highest intellectual attainments shall be employed 
in the business of governing the world, wc shall be forgetting that 
many of the most emiiK'nt mcai of science would have been dis- 
qualified for the supnane ])osition in Socrates’ city by defects of 
character. From the point of view of intellectual eminence we 
could think, perhaps, of no names so illustrious as those of Galileo 
and Newton. But it may be taken as certain that both would, 
by the Socratic standard, be relegated to the class of ^fuovpyoL 
11k‘ moral cheajmess of th('. one man’s character, the vein of small 
('got ism in the (fiber’s, w(uild debar them from being so much as 
iTrtKovpoL. What wc n(^ed to understand clearly is that Socrates 
holds firmly to two positions at onc(' — the position that only a moral 
hero or saint is fit to be a supreme ruler of men, and the further 
position that discipline in sheer hard thinking, which can only be 
won by j)ersonal service efi science, is the immediate and indis- 
pensable path to the direct vismn of good which makes the saint 
or hero. We are clearly here on Pythagorean ground. I'lie under- 
lying thought is just that which seems to have been distinctive 
of Pythagoras, the thought that “ salvation ” or ‘‘ purification ” 
of the soul is to be achieved by science [paOrifkara) , not by a 
ritual of ceremonial holiness ; the philosopher-kings embody the 
same ideal which had inspired the Pythagorean communities when 
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they set to work to capture the government of the cities of Magna 
Graccia. There is no rc?ason to doubt that the actual Socrates, 
whose standing complaint against Athenian democracy in the 
dialogues is that it has no respect, in matters of right and wrong, 
for tile authority of the “ man who knows," shared these ideas. 
I'hcy are avowed by Plato himself in his correspondence, where 
they figure as the true explanation of his apparently Quixotic 
attempt to maki' Dionysius IT into a possible constitutional 
monarch by an ('ducat ion in mathematics. No doubt Plato and 
his friends were expecting from science somtdhing more than it has 
to give, but, as Professor Burnet has said, their proceedings an' 
unintelligible unless wc understand that the expectation was 
jiassionately sincere. 

How preoccupation with science was expected to ennoble* 
charact(‘r (])rovid(‘d that only the right type of person is allowed 
to meddU' with it), we s(.*e most readily by comparing the courage 
jironoimc('d in Book TV. to be all that is wanted of the liriKiwpoi 
with th(^ still liigher type* of courage declared in Book VI. to b(,' 
part of the character of the philosopher. The “ courage " de- 
manded of tlu^ good soldier, in whose make-up Ovpm plays the 
leading part, was defined as steadfast loyalty in the face of pi'rils 
and seductions to tlie right opinions inculcated in him by education. 
Its foundation is thus allegiance to a code of honour held with such 
])assion that no ft'ar of pain or death and no bait that can be offered 
to cupidity is abk* to overcome it. (dearly a courage like this 
will carry a man “ over the top," make him volunteer for a di^sperate 
('iitc'rprise, or win him a V.C. But there arc situations in life which 
mak(i a demand for a still higher degree of forth luk*. It is matter 
of experience that a V.C. may not be ('(pial to the task of duty 
im])osed, for example, on a priest whose businc'ss it is to tend daily 
the last hours of the victims of some foul pestik'nce in a plague- 
smitten city. Or again a brave soldu'.r, who will face deadly peril 
wlu'ii his " blood is up " and the eyes of his comrades and his 
commander are on him. may not have the nerve of the scientific 
man who will quietly inoculate himself with some loathsome dis- 
order to study its symptoms, or try the effects of some new and 
pcAverful amestlu'tic u]R)n himself, in order to decide on its possibk' 
utility in medicine. This is the sort of courage of which Socrates 
speaks as only yiossible to a man who " knows " tlu* relative in- 
significance of the duration of any individual personal life from his 
habitual " conteirqilation of all time and all existence." We should, 
probably, prefer, both in the case of the priest and in the case of 
the man of science, to speak of " faitli," but the point is that, in 
both cases, the agent is inspired by an absolutely assured personal 
conviction about the univiT.sal order and his own place in it. With- 
out this absolute assurance of conviction, one is never wholly free 
from liability to illusion about one's own personal importance, 
and so never quite a free man. Because Socrates holds that the 
sciences form a ladder which leads up in the end to the vision of the 
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** Good as the clue to the whole scheme of existence, he looks to 
science, as its supreme service, to make us thus at last completely 
free men. From this point of view, clearly in the soul of the man 
who knows,'' the " parts " {^oput) or " figures " (u^»/) which 
luive been distinguishable at a lower lev(?l of moral d('V('lopment 
will be finally fused. His life will have only one spring t)f action 
or active principle, his vision of the supreme good itself, d'he forms 
of virtue, at its liighest level, will tliendore lose their distinction. 
It might be possibh^ for the average good civilian, or even for the 
good soldier of the State, to be characterized by one form of good- 
ness more than by another. This is what is meant by the assign- 
rnimt of diffc'rent virtues as characteristic to difh'rent sections of the 
community. It is not meant that so long as the .shop-kc'eper or 
the farmer is “ temperate," it does not matter whether he is a 
coward. He could not be a good man at all, if he W(^re that, and 
a society in which no one had any courage except the iiK'iubtTs of 
the army and y)olice would be morally in a bad w^ay. But fighting 
is not the civilian's trade. He will be none tlu' less a valuable' 
member of society as a shop-keeper or a fanra'r bc'cause he has not 
been trained to show all the ydiick and prt'sence of mind which 
would win a D.S.O. or a V.C., though the States wT)uld succumb 
in the hour of peril if its fighting-arm had no more martial courage 
than the average civilian. But if a man is inspired in all the acts 
of his life by the vision of the suprc'ine good, lu' will be equal to all 
the emergencies of life* alike ; in having orui virtue, liii will neces- 
sarily have all. Substitute for " the good " God, and the principle 
of th(^ unity of the virtues takes on the familiar form A ma el fac 
quod vis. 

(ii) The conception of science as the road to vision of the good 
leads us at once to consideration of the central metaphysical doctrine 
of the Republic, the doctrine of the " Form of Good " (Ihia rayaOov). 
As is usual when the forms are mentioned in a Blatonic dialogue, 
their reality is neither explained nor proved. It is taken for granted 
that the company in the house of Polemarchus, or at least Glaucon 
and Adimantus who conduct the discussion with Socratc's, know 
quite w^('ll wliat the theory means and wall not dispute its truth. 
It is assumed also as known to every oik* that the mathematical 
sciences are concerned with forms ; forms an* the objects which 
we get to know from mathematics, thougli the matlK'inalician 
leads us up to acquaintance with them by starting from the* se nsible 
" figures " which he employs as helps to our imagination. So far, 
we are told nothing we have not learned from the Phaedo. But 
there are two points of the first importance on which the Republic 
adds to that dialogue, (a) We now hear of a certain supreme 
" form," the " Good " or " Form of Good," which is the suj)reme 
object of the philosopher’s study. We learn that, over and beyond 
the recognized mathematical studies, there is a stiU more ultimate 
discipline, " dialectic," and that it is the function of " dialectic " 
to lead directly to this vision of the " good." Further, we are told 
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that this good is something Socrates cannot describe ; it is not 
** reality or being/' but on the other side " of both, though it is 
the source of all the reality (dk^OeLu) and being (ovo-La) of every- 
thing. (/;) The procedure of tlie mathematical sciences is criticized 
and contrasted with that of “ dialectic/' with a view to explaining 
just why the ideal of sciiaice is realized in dialectic and in dialectic 
alone. Botli points call for some special consideration. 

(a) The Forms iJMai) in thi-: Republic. — From the Phaedo, 
among other dialogues, we gathiT that there is a form corresponding 
to each ‘‘ univeTsal " predicate, which can be significantly affirmed 
of a variety of logical subjects, dhe same thing is explicitly said 
in the Rcpuhlic (vi. 507/j, x. Spba) ; in the latter place the “ form 
of bed (KXi'vq) or table ” (rpairci^a) is given as an example. (This 
seems at variance? with the well-known statement of Aristotle 

that “ w(‘ " i.e. tin? Fdatonists — deny that there are forms " of 

artificial things,^ but we must remember that Aristotle is speaking 
of the doctrine as elaborated in the Academy, not of the position 
ascribed to Socrates in the dialogues.) But in the Republic we 
learn that there is a “ Form of Good " which is to the objects of 
knowledge and to knowing itself what the sun is to visible objects 
and to sight, 'fliis is then further explained by saying that the 
sun both makes the colours we see and supplies the eye with the 
source of all its seeing. In the same way, the “ good " supplies 
the obj('cts of scientific knowledge with their being {ovo-ia) and 
renders tlicin knowable. And as the sun is neither the colours 
we s(‘e nor the eye which si‘es them, so the “ good " is something 
even more exalti'd than “ being.” “ Later on, we find tha.t the 
scicMicx's form a hii'rarchy which has its culmination in the actual 
apprehension of this transcendiait ” good.” ^ Now, since it is 
assumed in the Republic that scientific knowledge is knowledge of 
forms, the objects which are thus said to dc'rive thinr being from 
” the good ” must clearly m(*an the whole body of the forms. 
The ” good ” thus holds a pre-eminence among forms, and strictly 
speaking, it might b(' doubtful wlu'ther we ought to call it a ” form ” 
any moR‘ than we can call the sun a colour. At least, all the other 
forms must b(? manih?statioiis or expressions of it. In the Pliacdo 
nothing was said which would warrant this tn'at incut of the forms 
as a hierarch}^ or ordeTi'd series with a first member of such a unique 

* MrLi f^hysiCr'^, A. noi/’ c. M. 6. 

h'rf\ vi. veS/— the full uiKlcrstaiuiin^ df Hip analogy with the 
sun it is iiprcssary to undcrstaiid the theory of eolour-vision implied, which is 
fully expounded in the 1 nnitcus. .A colour is itself a kind of “ flame ’* 
( l imdeus, bye It), and the irninediate organ of the sight by wliich it is appre- 
hended is also itself a lire, like that of the sun, whicli is contained in the eye 
and issues forth from it in tlie act of visum {ibid. 45/^ li.). 'i’hus the sun, a.s the 
source of light, actually is also the source both of colour and of colour- vision. 
The well-known Neoplatonist formula that poOs and tA potjtcL taken together 
as inseparable proceed immediately from the supreme reality “ the One " is 
a perfectly correct transcript of the doctrine of the Republic into the termin- 
ology of technical metaphysics. 

* Rfp. vii. 532a. 
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character ; they appeared rather to be a vast plurality of which 
all the members stand on the same footing. Hence it is intelligible 
that the view should have been taken that the “ good " of the Re- 
public represents a Platonic development going far beyond anything 
we can attribute to Socrates himself. I think, however, that we 
must be careful not to exaggerate on this point. There can, at 
least, be no doubt that the “ form of good is identical with the 
supreme Beauty, the vision of which is n'presented in the Symposium 
as the goal of the pilgrimage of the philosophic lover. Hence, 
though it is true that the name “ form of good" occurs nowhen? 
but in the central section of the Republic, it would not be true to 
say that the object named does not appear in the Symposium with 
much the same character. Again, though the Pliaedo does not 
name the “ form of good," th(‘ phrase cTSos' rayaOov is verbally no 
more than a periphrase for to dyaOoi/ (" the good "), just as similar 
periphrases occur constantly with the wwds (^ro-er, in Idato.^ 

And it is in the Phaedo itself that we are told of Socrat(*s' conviction 
that the (ty(L0bv Kal Seoi' (the "good and the ought ") is the principle 
which " holds everything together," and thus the cause of all order 
in the universe'.'-^ The statements of the Republic mt'rely make the 
implications of this passage of the Phaedo a little more explicit. 
If the good is the universal cause, it obviously must have just the 
character the Republic ascribes to it. Hence IToh'ssor Burnet 
seems to be right in holding that what is said of the " form of 
good " is strictly within the limits of Socratisni, and that this 
explains the point of contact between Socrates and an Kleatic 
like Euclidc^s of Megara.^ d'hat Socrates finds himself unable to 
speak of this form of good except negatively, and that he can only 
characterize it ])Ositively by an imperfect analogy, is inevitable from 
the natures of the case. The same thing may l)e s(H‘n in any philo- 
sophy which docs not simply deny or ignore the " Absolute " or 
supreme source of all reality. Because this source is ex hypothesi 
a source of all reality, you arc bound to insist that it transcends, 
and is thus " w^holly other" than, every particular real thing; 
every ])redicate you affirm of it belongs propiTly to some of its 
effects in contradistinction from others and can therefore only be 
asserted of the supreme source " analogically " and with the 
warning that the analogy is imperfect and would mislead if pressed 
unduly. At the same time, because it is the source of all reality, 
every predicate which expn*.sses a " positive perfection " must, in 
its degree, characterize the source of all " perfc^ctions " and must 
be ascribed to it " analogically." All we gain by knowledge of tlie 
" detail " of the universe must add to and enrich our conception 

1 1'o take the first examples which come to hand : Phaedo, QSa 2, airias &Wo 
tZ 5 os = another cause ; Phaedrus, 2i\(yd 0, i) wrepod 5 iVa/xis = “a wing" j Timaetts, 
jod 8 , T7]v ToO (Tuy/iaros 0 i/<rti' = the body. 

^ * The pliysicists are accused {Phaed. ggc 5) of falsely thinking that rb dyadbv 
Kal heop avvhel Kal auvexet ovSev. As one iniglit say, " they forget that obliga* 
tion is the ligature " which connects all things. 

• Greek Philosophy, Part /., 168-170. 
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of the source of reality, and yet we can never “ comprehend or 
completely rationalize that source. It remains, when all is 
said, an unexhausted and surprising “ mystery/’ Hence the 
necessity Christian theology has always felt itself under of incor> 
porating the iirofound agnosticism of the negative way,” or 
” way of remotion,” in itself and the grotesque aberrations into 
which it has always fallen in the hands of second-rate theologians 
who have attempted to know God as one may know the ” general 
conic.” Hence also the tension between the affirmative and tlu^ 
n('gativ(.‘ moments in a metaphysic like that of Mr. Bradley. Hence 
equally tla* iiK'vitable failure of ” positive science ” to complete 
its task of explaining i.*verything. To (‘xplain evcTything would 
mean to get completely rid of all elements of ” bare fact,” to deduce 
the wliol<‘ detail of existence from a body of ” laws,” perhaps from 
a single ” law,” in tluanselves (or itself) ” evident to the intellect,” 
as Descartes tried to deduce, physics from geometry, because 
gi'ometry a]ipear(‘d to him to involve no postulates which are not 
immediately ” evidimt ” as true. In fact, we only ” rationalize ” 
nature, in the sense of i^liininating ” bare fact ” for which no ex- 
jdanation is forthcoming, at one point by reintroducing it somewhen^ 
else, as M. Meyerson has insisted in his .series of illuminating works 
on the philosojihy of the sciences. And it is just because science 
is und(T this restriction that its interest is perennial ; if mt could 
ever exp(*ct to ” complete ” it, we should have to anticipate a 
time when it would no longer interest u.s. Science' is eternally 
progressive just because it is always te'utative.^ 

The language used in the Repnhlic of the' ” Form of (iood,” as 
the last paragraph has suggested, at once raise's the' epiestiein whether 
or not this form can lie ieleiitifie'd with God, of whom language of 
the same kind is use-d by Christian theologians and philosopliers. 
We cannot answer this important quo.stie)u correctly except by 
making a distinct io se)inctimcs forgotteui. If the question means 
” is the Form of Good another name^ feir the God recognized in the 
Platonic philosojiby ? ” the answer must be definitely No, for the 
reason given by Burnet, that the' goeid is a fejrm, whereas God is 
not a form but a ” soul,” the supreme'ly goeid soul. When we 
('.ome te) dc'al with th(' Laios, we shall .see the impeirtance for Plato’s 
own thought of this elistiiictiem. It is just becau.se his God is not 
.1 form that (iod can play the part the idatonic philosophy assigns 
to Him. But if we mean ” is the Good s])oke'ii of in the Republic 
identical with what (diristian divines and philosophers have meant 

^ The last \vord on llie c]ue.stion whether the philosophy of the Republic 
and the dialogues generally is “ rationalism " or not is briefly this. If we 
ronld fully comprehend “ the good ” we should see directly that it is through 
and through intelligil)le, and the only object which is wholly and perfectly 
intelligible ; as we never can comprehend it completely, there is, in fact, 
always something mysterious, not yet understood, about it. It is free from 
all self-contradiction, but it always contains “ surprises " for us. We can 
“ see into it ” to sonu' c’Xtent, and it is the philosopher’s duty to sec further 
and further into it ; but you will never “ see through it.” 
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by God ? ” the answer must be modified. In one most important 
respect it is. The distinguishing characteristic of the Form of 
Good ” is that it is the transcendent source of all the reality and 
intelligibility of everything other than itsdf. Thus it is exactly 
what is meant in Christian philosophy by tlic en.s rcalissimum, and 
is rightly regarded as distinct from and transcendent of the whole 
system of its effects or manifestations. And. as in the ens 
Ycalissimuni of Christian ])hilosophers, so in the '' Form of Good " 
the distinction, valid everywhere else, between essentia and case, 
So-Sein and Sein, falls awaj^ In other language, it transcends 
the distinction, too often treated as al)solute, between value and 
existence. It is the supreme value and the source of all other 
value, and at the same time it is, thougli beyond l)eing,” the 
source of all existence. 'Phis (‘xplains why, when a man at last 
comes in sight of it at the culmination of his studies in dialectic," 
it is supposed to be grasped by direct vision, and for that reason is 
strictly ineffable." Neither Flato nor anyone else could tell 
another man what the good is, because it can only be appn*hended 
by the most incommunicable and intimate })ersonal insight. Thus, 
as it seems to me, metaphysically the Form of Good is what Christian 
philosophy has meant by God, and nothing else. From the Christian 
standpoint, the one comment which would suggest itself is that 
since, on Socrates’ own showing, the distinction betwecui essence 
and existence falls away in the good, it should not properly be 
called one of the forms at all, and hence Socrates and Plato are not 
fully alive to the significance of their own thought when the}^ speak 
of a “ God ’’ who is a \f/vxn and thus on a lower level of reality " 
than the good. Tlunr form of theism is only nccc^ssitated because, 
in fact though not in words, they are still haunted by a feeling 
that the good is, after all, a " value " or an essentia, and needs 
some intermediate link to connect it up with tlio hierarchy of 
“ realities " or " existents." On this point the last word of Greek 
constructive thought was said not by Plato but by Plotinus and 
Proclus. (Of course, also, we must remember that a specifically 
Christian philosojdiy is determined in its attitude towards th(' 
theistic problem by the fact that Christianity is an historical re- 
ligion. It starts with the fact of the “ Word made flesh," itself a 
coalescence of existence and value, and to preserve its Christian 
character, it is bound to be true to that starting-point in its whol(‘ 
metaphysical construction.) 

{h) The Criticism of the Sciences.— In studying the criticism 
Socrates passes upon the sciences and his theory about their limi- 
tations, we must not be misled by the fact that he deals throughout 
only with the various branches of mathematics as recognized in 
the fifth century. I'his was inevitable because he had before him 
no other examples of systematic and organized knowledge. In 
principle what he has to say is readily applicable to the whole 
great body of more " concrete " sciences which has grown up since 
his own day. If we speak of his comments as a criticism on the 
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mafhematical met hod, we must understand the phrase “mathematical 
method “ in the same wide sense in which it is to be understood 
in reading Descartes, as meaning simply the method which aims 
at knowing exactly what its initial assumptions mean, and at 
dtHlucing their implications exactly and in the right order. This 
is the iTK'thod of all genuine science whatsoever ; there is nothing 
in it, as Descartes rigiitly insisted, which involves any restriction 
to tli(‘ special sul)j('ct-niatter, “ number and quantity “ (and, in 
fact, pure malheniatics themselves have long ago outgrown the 
R'striction). Tiie j)oint of the criticisms is tliat the jmaOrifiara 
tliernselvi'S do not and cannot succeed in being absolutely true to 
the id(^al of method they set before themselves. This is why we 
find that if W(‘ are to pursue th(.‘ path of sciiuice to the end, we are 
driven to recognize the reality of “ dialectic “ as the crowning 
sci(‘nc(* of all sci(‘nces, and to dtanand that the existing fmOy^jiara 
shall themselv(*s be reconstituted on a more certain basis by the 
light of th(‘ dialectician’s results. The recognition of this necessity 
may well belong to tlu; actual Socrates, since tlu' most sensational 
thing in the wliole liistory of fifth-century science had been the 
demonstration by the dialectician Zeno that the postulates of 
mathematics, as hitherto prosecuted by th(.' Pythagoreans, contra- 
dict one another.^ To save mathematical science in the face of 
Zeno’s arguments it became necessary in the fourth century to 
reconstruct the whole syst(un, and the reconstruction is preserved 
for us in the Elcmcnls of liuclid. I'he men by whom the actual re- 
construction was done, Eudoxus, Theaetetus, and their companions, 
so far as they are known to us, were all associates of Plato himself 
in the Academy, and it is quite certain that this revision of the 
acc(q)ted first ])rinciples of mathematics was one of the chief 
problems to which the school devoted itself. In the Republic, 
which is concerned with the fifth century, we naturally hear nothing 
about the way in which the difficulty was subsequently met, but 
we are allowed to hear of the imminent need that the work should 
be done. 

The main thought is quite simple. In all the sciences th(' objects 
we are really studying are objects which we liave to think but 
cannot see or perceive by any of our senses. Yet the sciences 
throughout direct attention to these objects, which are, in fact, 
forms, by appealing in the. first instance to sens(*. The geometer 
draws a figure which he calls a “ square ” and a line which he calls 

^ To take one of the simplest examples : you cannot advance a step in 
elementary geometry without recognizing tliat any terminated straight line 
can be bisected, and there is no doubt that the Pythagorean geometers 
made the assumption. But it is also one of their a.ssumptions that points are 
“ units having position." If this is so. since a " unit " cannot be split, when 1 
'* bisect AB at C " ; C cannot be a " point of AB/’ and, in fact, cannot be a 
" point " at all. Thus one at least of the a.ssumptions, " a straight line can 
be bisected at " a point," " a point is a unit having position," mu.st be fal.se. 
J^ut the Pythagorean geometer cannot see his way to do without either. All 
Zeno's “ antinomies " are of this type. 
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its " diagonal/' But when he demonstrates a proposition about 
the square and its diagonal, the objects of which he is speaking 
are not this visible figure and this visible line but the square and the 
diagonal, and these, of course, we do not see except “ with the 
mind’s eye ” (vi. ^'Lod-c). (Tt w-ould not even be true to say, like 
Berkeley, that what he is talking about is this visible figun' and 
an indefinite plurality of others which are like " it, for the simple 
reason that we can construct no visible figure at all which exactly 
answers to his definition of a “ squan'.”) Further, all through 
his reasoning the g('om(‘t(‘r or arithmetician depends on certain 
postulates ” {viroOea-d^) of whicli he “ gives no account ” 
(Aoyos), such as th(i " postulate ” that every number is either odd 
or ev(;n, or that there are just three kinds of angle. It is meant 
that thes(i postulates are neither immediately s('lFt‘vid( nt, nor is 
any proof given of them. I'hey are “ synthetic ” in Kant’s sense 
of the wwd, and they are assumed without proof (vi. ^ioc~d). 
Thus there are two initial restrictions on tlie thinking of the mathe- 
maticians, as repres(‘nted by the existing states of their sciences 
They depend upon sensible things like diagrams as sources of 
suggestion, though not as the objects of thc'ir dimionstrations. 
What cannot be “ illustrated ” or “ represented ” to the eye falls 
outside the scope of their science. And they make no attempt to 
reach real self-evidence in their initial postulates. They show 
that their theorems follow by logical necessity from a group of 
unproved premisses, but they do not undertake to show that there 
is any necessity to admit these premisses themselves. Thus the 
whole body of conclusions is left, so to say, hanging in the air. 
The geometer’s results ” in the end rest on a tacit agreement 
(o/xoXoyta) between himself and his pupil or reader that the question 
whether his as.sumptions are justifiable shall not be asked. In 
strictness we cannot call the results knowledge ” so long as the 
assumi)tions from which they have been deduced are tlius left 
unexamined (vii. 533c). ^ 

This suggests to us at once the possibility and necessity of a 
higher and more rigorous science, dialectic.” Such a science 
would differ from the sciences in vogue in two ways : (i) it would 
treat the initial postulates of the sciences as mere starting-points 
to be used for the discovery of some more ultimate premisses which 
are not ” postulated,” but strictly self-luminous and evident 
(awTroOera) , a real ” principle of everything,” and wdien it had 

* We may readily suj)ply furtlicT (examples in illustration of the two points 
on which Socrates dwells. Thus the notion that the visible diagram is either 
the object about which the geometer reasons, or at any rate, a necessary 
source of suggestion, is dispelled by the elementary consideration that e.g. a 
work on Conics commonly begins with propositions about the properties of the 
** general conic." But you cannot draw even a rough diagram of a " general 
conic." So the other point is well illustrated by the labour spent for cen- 
turies on trying to show that what we now know to be the arbitrary Euclidean 
postulate of parallels (that non-intersecting straight lines in the same plane 
are equidistant) is a necessity of thought. 
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discovered such a principle (or principles), it would then deduce 
the consequences which follow ; (2) and in this movement no 

appeal would be made to sensible aids to the imagination, the double 
process of ascent to the “ starting-point of everything ” and descent 
again from it would advance from forms by means of forms to 
forms and terminate upon them (vi. 5116-c). In fact, we may 
even say that “ dialectic ” would “ destroy (amipeiv) the postu- 
lates of the existing sciences (ra? dvaLpovaa, vii. 533^)* 

that is, it would deprive them of the character of ultimat(' postu- 
lates by showing that —so far as they are not actually false, as 
they may turn out to be — they are consequences of still more 
ultimate truths. 

In this account of the aims of dialectic we recogniz(' at once the 
method described in the Phaedo as that of a-Kiifjif; Iv Aoyot? on 
wlii('li Socrat(\s had fallen back after his disillusionment about 
Anaxagoras. Only hen^ the special emphasis is thrown on just 
that sid(^ of the dialectic method which the immediate purposes of 
tlie Phaedo pcTinitted us to dismiss in a single sentence. We are 
contemplating the procedure there said to be necessary if anyone 
disputes an initial “ postulate.” In that case, the Phaedo told us, 
our ” y)ostulate ” will require to be itself deduced as a consequence 
from one inon', ultimate, and the process will have to be repeated 
until we come to a postulate which all parties are content to accept. 
In the last resort this would, of course, involve deduction from some 
principle which c.an be sium to possess unquestionable internal 
necessity. Thus, so far. the Republic agrees exactly with the 
Phaedo about the task of ” dialectic,” except that it lays special 
stress on just that part of it which had not to be taken into account 
in the Phaedo because the company there were all willing to admit 
tlu' doctrine of forms as a ” postulate ” without demanding any 
justification of it. It is clear from the Republic that f/a disputant 
should refuse to make this admission, the theory of forms itself 
would require to be examitu'd in the same way in which the postu- 
lates of tlu‘ matiiernatician von Fach are to be investigated. In 
the one passage, of tlie dialogues where any such examination is 
made, it is not put into the mouth of Socrates but into that of the 
rythagonaiii Timaeus {Tim. 51^ 7 ff-)- 

rhough Socrates naturally coniines himself to criticisms of the 
sciences which had attained some degree of organization in his 
own day, it is obvious that they would apply with equal force to 
any otlu^rs. Physics, chemistry, biology, economics are all full of 
undefined ” primitive notions ” and uridcmonstrated assumptions, 
and it is jiart of the work of the students of these sciences themselves 
to make a steady effort to ascertain just what their untested pre- 
suppositions are, and to consider how far they are really required, 
and how far they form a consistent system. The progress made 
by pure mathematics in the last half-century has largely consisted 
in a more accurate and complete stat(‘ment of the ” primitive 
notions ” and indemonstrable postulates ” of the science and the 
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elimination of numerous conscious or tacit “ postulates as actually 
false. Thus, for example, the process by which the Infinitesimal 
Calculus has been purged of bad logic and false assumptions, or 
the development of “ non-Euclidean geometry," is an excellent 
illustration of the self-criticism and self-correction of thought which 
Socrates and Plato call " dialectic." Socrates’ comj^laint (vii. 
533r.) about the mathematician who gives the name of science to a 
proc('dure in which the starting-point is something one does not 
know, and the conclusion and the intermediate steps " combina- 
tions of things one does not know," would be a perfectly correct 
description of the contents of any average text-book of the Calculus 
in vogue seventy years ago. And it is manifest that the same sort 
of scrutiny is required by such notions as " force," " accelera- 
tion," "atomicity," "evolution," "price." They are all inevit- 
ably in practical use long before the sciences which employ them 
have formulated any very precise account of their meaning, and 
the progress of science as science (as distinct from its application 
to " commerce ") consists very largely in the steady correction of 
our first crude attempts to explain what we mean by them. The 
physicist of to-day may, like Democritus, make the " atomic 
structure of matter " a foundation-stone of his science, but he 
means by his " atom " something I)('mocritus would not have 
recognized as " atomic ” at all. Similarly we all talk of the " evolu- 
tion " of species, but the view that new species originate by sudden 
and considerable " mutations," if established, would change the 
whole character of the special " Darwinian " postulate about the 
character of the process ; it would involve exactly what Socrates 
means by a " destruction " of the postulate. Thus, so far, we may 
say that what the Republic calls " dialectic " is, in principle, simply 
the rigorous and unremitting task of steady scrutiny of the in- 
definablcs and in demon strablcs of the sciences, and that, in par- 
ticular, his ideal, so far as thu sciences with which he is directly 
concerned goes, is just that reduction of mathematics to rigorous 
deduction from expressly formulated logical premisses by exactly 
specified logical methods of which the work of Peano, Frege, White- 
head, and Russell has given us a magnificent example. 

But the " reduction of all pure mathematics to logic " is only 
a part, and not the most important part, of what the Republic 
understands by " dialectic." Such a unification of the sciences 
as the Republic contemplates would require a combination of the 
reduction of mathematics to logic with the Cartesian reduction of 
the natural sciences to geometry. When the task was finished, no 
proposition asserting "matter of fact," di^void of internal necessity, 
should appear anywhere among the premisses from which our con- 
clusions are ultimately drawn. The first principles to which the 
dialectician traces back all our knowledge ought to exhibit a self- 
evident necessity, so that science would end by transforming all 
" truths of fact " into what Leibniz called " truths of reason." 
This involves a still more significant extension of the range of 



294 


PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


“ science.” It implies that in a completed philosophy the dis- 
tinctions between value and fact, essentia and esse, So-sein and Sein 
are transcended. The man who has attained “wisdom ” would see 
that the reason why anything is, and the reason why it is what it is, 
are both to be found in the character of an ens realissimum of which 
it is self-evident that it is and that it is what it is, a self-explanatory 
“ supreme being.” This is why dialectic is said to culminate in 
direct apprehension of ” the good ” as the source of both existence 
and character. Tlie. thought is that all science in the end can be 
transformed into a sort of “ alg(;bra,” but an algebra which is, 
as Burnet says, teleological. I'lie demand for such a science is, in 
fact, already contained by implication in tlu^ remark of Socrates in 
the Phaedo that Ik* h()})ed to liiid in Anaxagoras a solution of the 
problem of the sliape and ])osition of the earth based on proof that 
“ it is best ” that it should hav(^ just that shape and position and 
no other {Phaedo ()yd-c). When a modern biologist explains the 
structure of an organism by the notion of “ adaptation to its 
environmcait he is thus using on a small scale the principle which the 
Re public yfovld make the supreme universal principle of all scientific 
explanation whatsoever. Only, of course, the biological concep- 
tion of ” adaptation ” stops short with a relative best ; the par- 
ticular environment of a particular species is taken as (relatively) 
constant and independent ; the “ best ” realized in the develop- 
ment of the species is adequate adaptation to that given environ- 
ment. When the principle is made universal, the “ best ” becomes 
an eUucal and absolute best, since no place is left for an “ environ- 
ment ” of everything. The ” goodness of God,” or its equivalent, 
takes the place of the fixed ” environment ” as that to which the 
structure of things is conceived as ” adapted.” 

We need not suppose that Plato imagined this programme 
for the completion of science as capable of actual execution by 
human beings. We have learned from the Symposium that “ philo- 
sophy ” itself is a life of progress, it is not those who are already 
in possession of “wisdom,” but those who are endeavouring after 
it, who philosophize. The Timaeus reminds us with almost weari- 
some repetition that, in physical science in particular, all our 
results are inevitably provisional, the best we can reach with our 
present lights, and that we must be prepared to see them all super- 
seded or modified. One of the standing contrasts between Plato 
and his great disciple Aristotle is just that this sense of the pro- 
visionality and progressiveness of science is so prominent in the 
one and so absent fi oin the other. Plato never assumes, as Aristotle 
was so apt to assume, that he can do the world’s scientific thinking 
for it once for all. Tins apparent finality, which made Aristotle 
so attractive to the thinkers of the thirteenth century, who were 
just recovering the thought of “ Nature ” as a field for study on her 
own account, makes the real value of Aristotle’s science rather 
difficult for us to appreciate to-day. Plato was far too true to the 
Socratic conception of the insignificance of human knowledge by 
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coniparLson with the vastness of the scientific problem to fall into 
the vein of cheap and easy dogmatism. But though the final 
rationalization ” of things may be an unattainable goal, there is 
no reason why we should not try to get as near to the goal as we 
can. If we cannot expel the element of “ brute fact ” for which we 
can see no reason from sciiuice, we may try, and we ought to try. 
to reduc(^ it to a minimum. We cannot completely “ matliematize ” 
human knowledge, but the more we can mathematize it, the better. 
We shall see, when we couk! to speak of Plato’s oral tc'achiiig in the 
Academy, how (‘arnestly he set himself to carry out the t)rogramme 
by getting behind the mere assumption of tlie forms as the last 
word in philosophy, and dcxlucing the forms themselves from the 
“ good.” 

(c) It should be unnecessary to dwell on the point that, with all 
his devotion to this demand for a critical meta]fiiysic of the science's, 
Plato is no champion of a men' vita contcmplativa divorcc'd from 
practical social activity. One could not even say that lit', likt' 
Kant, conceives of ” speculative ” and ” practical ” n'ason as 
active in two distinct spheres of which one is subordinated to the 
other. To his mind, the two spheres are inseparable. The uni- 
fication of science is only possible to one who is illuminated by the 
vision of the Good which is the principle of the unification, and the 
Good is only seen by the man who lives it. Hence the demand that 
the ” philosopher ” shall devote the best years of his working life 
to the arduous practices of governing, in all its details great or small, 
is only the other side of the conviction that without the “ heroic ” 
character no one will ever rise to the supreme rank in science itself. 
The ” philosopher ” is necessarily a missionary and a sort of lesser 
Providence to mankind because, on Socratic principles, the “ Good ” 
cannot be seen without drawing all who see it into its service. The 
” philosophers' ” social activity is all the more effective that it is 
not pursued directly for its own sake, in the spirit of the well- 
meaning but tiresome persons of our own day who take up social 
work ” as they might take up typewriting or civil engineering, but 
issues naturally and inevitably, as a sort of ” by-product,” from 
their aspiration after something else, just as the ” great inventions ” 
of modern times regularly issue from the discoveries of men who 
were not thinking at all of the applications of science to convenience 
and commerce, or as art, literature, social life have all owed an 
incalculable debt to St. Francis and his ” little brethren,” who never 
gave a thought to any of them. 

(12) This desultory chapter may be brought to an end by a few 
remarks on the impressive picture of RepMic viii.-ix. about the 
stages of progressive degeneration through which personal and 
national character pass as the true ideal of life falls more completely 
out of view. It should be obvious that the primary interest of these 
sketches is throughout ethical, not political. The ” imperfect ” 
constitutions are examined in order to throw light on the different 
phases of personal human sinfulness, not in the interests of a theory 
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of political institutions. We see the sinfulness of even '* honour* 
able ” ambition or business principles/* when they arc made the 
mainspring of a man’s life, more clearly by considering the type 
of national charactc^r exhibited by a community in which these 
motivtjs determine the character of national life. Socrates is still 
adhering to his declared purpose of using the “ larger letters ” 
to decipher the smaller. In the sketches themselves, Socrates is 
all through “ drawing with his eye on the object.” We are told 
in so many words that Sparta has furnished the model for the 
picture of the second-best society, where education is neglected and 
th(‘ highest moral ideal is to display the character of a good fighting- 
man and sportsman, ix. the society in which “ honourable ambition,” 
the pursuit of the ettrsus honor um, is tliought the supreme virtue. 
As mankind go, a community of this kind is not a bad one ; it is 
morally in a much healthier .state than a society where (‘vc'ry one 
regards ” getting rich ” as the great aim in life, aiid the ” merchant 
prince ” is the national hero. Rome, in its better days, would be 
an example of the kind of society intended, no k'ss than Sparta. 
'I'ho point of Socrates’ criticism is that when ” ambition ” becomes 
mastc^r instead of servant, it is not likely to nunain ” honourable ” 
ambition, ambition to ” serve.” P"'rom the first, the ambition of 
the ” timocratic ” State has not been aspiration to be pre-eminent 
in the bc.st things ; at their best, the Spartans made a very poor 
contribution to the positive pursuit of the highest life. When 
they were not at their best, their ” ambition ” took the form of 
mere devotion to military success; and at their worst, they were 
mere aspirants to the exercise of power and the accumulation of 
the wealth to be got by ” empire,” as the “timocratic man,” in 
Ills old age, degeiUTates into the kind of character who is greedy 
of the power money will give him. It ought to have been im- 
possible to find any idealization of Sparta in the picture. As I have 
written elsewhere, it would be truer to say that in the Republic 
we discern the shadows of the third-century ephors and of Nabis 
behind the “ respectable ” figure of Agesilaus. 

It is generally admitted that the picture of the “ democratic ” 
city where every one docs as he pleases, and the most typical of 
citizens is the gifted amateur who plays, as the mood takes him, 
at every kind of life from that of the voluptuary to that of the 
ascetic ~a sort of (ioethc, in fact — is a humorous satire on Athenian 
life and manners. Of course we should be alive to the further point 
that the satire would be wholly beside the mark if directed against 
the drab and decent bourgeois Athens of Plato’s manhood, fhe 
burlesque is aimed directly against the Imperial democracy of the 
spacious days of Pericles when Athens was a busy home of world- 
commerce and the “ new learning.” If we read the description 
side by side with the famous Funeral Oration in Thucydides, we 
shall see at once that the very notes of Athenian life which Pericles 
there selects as evidence of its superiority are carefully dwelt upon 
by Socrates for the opposite purpose of proving that, for all its 
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surface brilliancy, such a life is at bottom so diseased that society 
is on the verge of complete collapse. I, at least, cannot avoid the 
conviction that Socrates sees in just what must have been the great 
charm of Athens for men like Sophocles, Protagoras, Herodotus — its 
apparently inexhaustible variety and freshness the unmistakable 
“ symptoms of tlie end.*' ^ (Perhaps he was not V('ry far wrong. 
What would probably have been the issue of the Periclean age if 
Alcibiades, the incarnation of its encTgy and vc'rsatilily, had returned 
triumphant from the subjugation of Sicily ? One may '' hazard a 
wide solution.") 

We arc given no hint of the source from which the picture of 
the intcTUK'diate society, where wealth is the great title to admira- 
tion and " merchant ])rinces " control the national destiny, is 
taken. But 1 do not doubt that we can name the State which 
Plato has in mind. When we remember that, as we see from 
allusions in the Laws and in Aristotle's Politics^ thcTe were just 
thn'e cities whose constitutions imj^ressed Greek thinkers by their 
appearance of being framed on definite principles — Sparta, Crete, 
and Carthage. I think it may safely be assumed that ('artliage 
has supplied the hints for the Venice or Amsterdam of the Re- 
public, just as we may pn\sume that Socrati's has the* Carthaginians 
more than anyone else in mind in the earlier passage where he 
remarks on the exceptional aptitude of " Phoenicians " for com- 
merce. The subsequent history of Carthage during the first two 
Punic wars affords an interesting commentary on what is said 
about th(^ internal dissensions which paralyse the " oligarchical 
city." On the concluding argument, by which the lih' of respect 
for right is ]:)ronounccd far superior in happiness to the life of sating 
one’s cupidities and ambitions,-^ there is no need to say much. 'I'he 
reasoning is that we have already met in the Gorgias, and turns on 
the application of the medical formula of " depiction and recovery 
frcjm depletion " to the moral life, 'fhe " passions," like the 
physical appetites of hunger and thirst, are capable of no permanent 
and progressive satisfaction. You feed full to-day, but to-morrow 
finds you as hungry again as though to-day had never been. What 
you mistake for happiness has been only the temporary arrest of 
a " de})l('tion." On the other hand, what you gain in knowledge 

^ Cf. V. Soloviev’s say in that “ visible and accclcratc'd progress is asyinp* 
tom of the end.” 

^Arist. Politics, B ii {i2y2b 24 tf. ; note that Aristotle too comments 
on the “plutocracy “ of the Carthaginian scheme, and plutocracy is what is 
meant by “ oligarchy “ in the Reguhlic). For a reference to Carthage in the 
Laws, sec Laws, 674^, written, no doubt, after Plato’s association with affairs 
in Sicily had made Carthage very much of an actuality to him. Commene 
made Carthage an object of interest to Athens in the Periclean age (Aristoph. 
Knights, 174), and it has been plausibly suggested that the great plague of 
the third year of the Archidamian war was brought to Athens from Carthage 
by infected merchandise. 

^ Republic, ix. 583^^ ff. Cf. 

“ * Mete unto worn be and worn be eek unto mete, 

Shall God dcstroyen bothe,’ as Paulus seith.” 
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and goodness is not won to-day to be '' excreted '' by the time to- 
morrow is upon you. It is permanently acquired. It is not 
with character and intellect as it is with bodily health, which is 
a mere balance between antithetic processes of waste and repair ; 
('liaracler and intellect are KTy/maTa h aUL Tliis is the reason 
for the distinction between the “ false pleasures of sensuality and 
ambition and the true " pleasures of the philosophic life. 
The former are “false,” not in the sense that they are not 
really felt, but in the si*nse that they are not what they 
promis(! to be. “ Alle Lust will Ewigkeit,” but no Ewigkeit is to be 
got out of the ^tAcio-to/xaTo? or the ^tos ^tAort/xo?, a truth 
wliich no special pleading for Hedonism can explain away. I wih 
add one final caution against possible misinterj^retation. Plato 
credits iho “ three lives ” with distinctive pleasures, much as Mill 
talks of a distinction of “ higher ” and “ lower ” in pleasure.^ 
But he giv(‘S a rational Reason for his j)reference of the “ philo- 
soplna-’s “ j)Uiasure where Mill gives an absurd one. Mill tries to 
persuade his readers that a jury of pleasure-tasters devoid of all 
moral principle would be unanimous in preft^rring the philosopher’s 
pleasures, or, alternatively, that the dissentients may be disabled 
as no genuine connoisseurs.- Plato gives the right reason for the 
preference, that the issue' is one which must b(' d(^cid('d by “ in- 
ti.'lligcnce,” and it is just intelligence which the philosopher has and 
his rivals have not. This is what John (irote also meant when he 
said that Mill’s argument is based on a misconception of our reason 
for attaching weight to the philosopher’s verdict. We go to him, 
not as Mill assumes, for evidence, but for authority.^ 

See flirt h(‘r : 

Nut iiaisniP, K. I.. — " Lectures on the Republic of Idato ” 
(vol. ii. of Philosophical Remains) ; Plato’s Conception oj 
Goodness and the Good ; The Theory of Education in Plato's 
Repuhlic in Hellenica 61-163. 

Naioui*, P . — Platons Ideenlehre, 175 -215. 

KiTTi'.u, C. — Platon, ii. 3-30, 55.1-641 al. ; Platons Slant, Darstel- 
lun^ des Jnhalts. (Stuttgart, 1909.) 

IvAiancR, } \ - Platons philosoph ischc Entivickeliini^, iSi ..'45. 

i^AKK]a<, K . — Gyeeh Political Thcoiy : Plato and his Predecessors, 
145-08. 

Stewakt, |. A .^ — Myths of Plato, 133-172 {Myth of Iir), 471- 474 
{Myth if the ilarth-born) ; J*lato's Poet line of Ideas, 47—62. 

Sii(un<;v, r.- - Plati/s Republic. (London and New York, Vol. I. 
1030, Vol. 11 . i<>35.) 

PiKs, A.- - Introdiu tiiui to the edition of tli(' dialogue in the 
Collection dcs Univer.Gtes dc Eiancc. (P.iris, 1932.) 

* Ri public, fjSza-r. 

® Mill’s plea is a ]ierfcct example of the kind of argument the Greeks called 
a Aoyos dvTLaTp€(f>cov, i.e. one which makes for neither party, because it can 
be equally well aj>})lied by the other. If the sage disables the judgment of 
the ]Ui)fligate t)n the plea that he must have lost the taste for the “ higher 
))leasures before lu* can juefer the lower, the profligate can equally retort on 
the sage with the adage about sour grapes. “ You have taken to philosophy," 
he may say, “ because you are physically too old to enjoy debauchery." 

^ Examination of the Utilitarian Philosophy, p. 47. 



CHAPTER XII 


THE PIIAEDRUS^ 

T he Phaednis presents a double difficulty to the student of 
Plato’s work as a whole. What is its proper place in the 
series of the dialogues ? And what is its purpose ? Is it, 
as it professcis to be, a discussion of the princii)lcs ui^on which 
“ rhetoric” (prose style) may be made into a ” science,” or is its 
real subject Eros ? Is Idato primarily conccuiK'xi with tlie question 
of the use and abuse of sexual passion, or are the speeches Socrates 
delivers on this topic merely examples of the right and the wrong 
use of persuasive eloquence ? 

The first question, on examination, proves capable of being 
narrowed down to one which we may regard as of minor importance. 
No serious student of Platonic style now defends the singular theory 
of some critics in classical antiquity that the prominence of Eros 
in the dialogue and the loaded rhetoric of Socrates' encomium 
on him prove the work to be a youthful writing, perhaps the earliest 
of all the dialogues. 2 It is matter of common agreement that, on 
stylistic grounds, the dialogue cannot be placed earlier than those 
works of Plato’s maturity as a writer with which we have been 
dealing in the last four chapters ; it cannot be far removed from 
the great quadrilateral in point of date. But there still remains 
the question whether it may be earlier than some of th(‘se four, or 
whether it is later than all of them. In particular, we hav’’e to ask 
whether the Phaedms is earlier or lat('r than the Republic. Argu- 
ments from stylometry cannot be wholly trusted in this case, since 
it is manifest that many of the peculiarities of language are diu^ to 
deliberate imitation. On the whole, the stylometrists appear to b(', 
satisfu'd that the Phaedms is tlu' later of the two works, and this 
view is plausibly supported by the contention urged by IT. Raeder, 
that some of the details of the mythical part of the dialogue are 
hardly intelligible except on the assumption that its read('rs would 
be familiar with Republic v. and the concluding myth of Republic x. 
1 do not myself find the argument conclusivt^^ On the other hand, 

^ Ou the problems connected with the dialogue, see inter cetera 1 hornpson, 
Phaedrus, Introduction ; C. Ritter, Platon, i. 25(1; 11 . Raeder, Platons philoso- 
phische Entwickelung, 245 If. 

* Diogenes Laertius (iii, 25) mentions the theory ; Olympiodorus repeats 
the story as a fact. 

* Raeder sees in the mention of the “journey of a thou.sand years ” on 
which the soul enters after each incarnation {Phaedrus, 249a) a reference to 
the fuller explanation in the Republic (61 5«). This is inconclusive, since the 
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as wo shall see in the next chapter, there is convincing reason for 
tliinking that the Theaetetus, which pretty certainly opens the group 
of dialogues of Plato’s later life, was not written until about twenty 
years after the Reptiblic and its immediate fellows, and it is perhaps 
hard to believe that so great a writer as I^lato was absolutely silent 
through so long a period. Hence T have nothing to set against the 
conclusions of recent eminent scholars on the point, and would 
merely remark that the priority of the Republic is not absolutely 
demonstrable, and also that, in view of the difference in spirit 
betw(!(;n Republic and Theaetclus, wc must fairly suppose the 
Phaedrus, if the composition falls in the intcTval between those two 
dialogues, to havci been written early rather than late in the interval. 

The othcT probhun is more difficult, and T would recommend 
th(i reader to susp('nd his judgment on it until lie has followi'd our 
analysis of the dialogue. My own opinion is on the side of those 
who regard th(' right use of '‘rhetoric ” as tlu' main topic, for the 
following simple reason. In Socrates, with whom tlu' “ tendance 
of the soul ” was the great business of life, it is quite intelligible 
that a. discussion of the use of rhetoric or anything (dse should be 
found to lead up to tlie great issues of conduct. If the real subject 
of the Phaedrus were sexual love, it is hard to see how its (daboratc 
discussion of the possibility of applying a scientific psychology 
of the emotions to the creation of a gemuinc art of persuasion, or 
its examination of the defects of T.ysias as a writer, can be anything 
but the purcist irrelevance. 

In structure the dialogue is of the simplest tyjie. Socrates falls 
in with Phaedrus who is, under medical advice, taking a consti- 
tutional in the. country outsidi' the city walls, and, for the sake of 
his company, joins liim, departing for once from his pn'fen'nce for 
the streets of the town. He soon persuades Phaedrus to sit down 
by the bank of the llissus under the shade of a plane tree ; the 
conversation which ensues takes place luTe and is strictly tete-dAeie. 
:\s for the supposed date of the conversation, it can be approximately 
fixed by the opening sentences. Lysias, who figurc:s as a mere lad 
in th(' Republic, is now at the height of his fame as a writer of Xuyoi. 
(228^), and is living at Athens (227/?). We may add the further 
d('tail that Polemarchus is also alive and, according to Socrates, 
“ has betaken himself to philosophy ” (^57^), also that Isocrates, 
though still young, is already rivalling Lysias in his ])rofession ; 
Socrat(?s anticipates that he may either throw Lysias and all former 
professors of it into th(' shade, or even aspnre to a still higher calling, 

period socmiis in both cases to be taken over from current Orphic mythology. 
So the n'ferencc to the “ lots" which play a part in assigning a new body to 
the soul iPhaedru.'i,'2,\f.)h) need not be to Ref uhlic 61 7^/, since the KXripoi appear to 
be ( )r])hic (Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy'^, igon. 3). Still less convincing is 
the argument that the Phaedrus tacitly presupposes the doctrine of the " parts 
of the soul " expounded in Republic iv., since this is equally true of the Gorgias, 
as we have seen, and the doctrine appears to be a piece of fifth-century Pythag- 
orean ism. Raeder’s other arguments are complicated by the assumption 
that the dialogue contains a polemic against Isocrates. On this vide injra. 
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for there really is philosophy in him (279^). The conversation 
thus falls at some date between 411, when Polemarchus and Lysias 
returned to AtlKUis from Thurii, and the year of anarchy, 404-3, 
when Polemarchus fell a victim to the “ I'hirly/’ The tradition 
was that Isocrates was some seven years olde r than Idato, so that 
his birth would fall about 435 B.c. ; as he survivc'd the l 3 attle of 
Chaeronea (338 B.c.), he cannot well have bei'ii born much if any 
earlier ; hence he would be about twenty-four in 411 and thirty-one 
in the “ y('ar of anarchy.** A date intermediate between 41 1 and 
404 is thus required by the supposed facts. We note then that 
I^hacdrus must now be between five and twelve years okh'r than 
when we met him in the Symposium ; no lad (for he figured in the 
Protagoras), but a man at h'.ast approaching forty ^ ; Socrates is a 
y€p(iir, a man of at least sixty and pc'ihaps more. 

When Socrates falls in with Phacdnis, the time of day is already 
close on noon (this explains why tlu^ pair so soon take rest under the 
])lanc-trc(^). Phaedrus has sp'ait the early morning listening to a 
brilliant and paradoxical Aoyo? — we should ('all it an ('ssay — by 
Lysias in dedence of the thesis that a lad should be kinder to a 
w()0(T who is not " in love ** than to one who is. H(^ has the written 
text with him, and Socrates proh'sses to believe that he is taking 
his solitary stroll for the express purpo.se of getting it by heart. 
The main point of the short and playful conversation between 
Socrat(^s and Phaedrus as they make their way to the place they 
have chosen for their siesta (227-230) is to pitch tlui (‘thical key 
for what is to follow. Socrates is not interested in the “ rationaliza- 
tiem of myths," like that of Boreas and Orithyia, because he is pre- 
occupied with a gravcT problem, that of learning to " know him- 
self " ; he is indiff(irent to the charms of the coTintry, bc^cause th(^ 
trees. Tinlike the men he meets in the streets, can " teach him 
nothing " that bears on this supreune topic, the moral being of man. 
These remarks prepare us for tlu^ moral eariK'stness with wliich the 
merits of Lysias's essay and the possibilities of rhetoric are to be 
treated in the body of the dialogue. 

The Essay of Lysias (2^oe-2^4c). — It has been di.sputed 
whether the discourse Phaedrus proceeds to read is an authentic 
ccmiposition of Lysias or a brilliant imitation of his style I)y Plato 
himself. There is no evidc‘nc(* (uther way, but for my own ])art, 1 
feel that wc must a.grcc with tho.se .scholars, including J.ysias’ 
latest editor, Hude, who regard the essay as genuine. No ono 
doubts Plato's ability to compose a Xoyog for Lysias with perfect 
fidelity to the style of the supposed author. But, since the dialogue 
ends with severe and formal censure of Lysias, founded on a .search- 
ing criticism of the /dyog, I find it difficult to believe that the 
document is an invention. It would be self-stultifying to publi.sh 
a severe criticism of a well-known author based on an imitation of 
him which the critic had composed for his own purposes and could 

' "J'he .same point is taken by Parmenticr, liitlletin de V association Guillaume 
iiude, No. lo, p. 4. 
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not expect readers to take as authentic. One might as well suppose 
that Berk(d('y could have made the point he wants to make in 
Alciphro7i about the false glitter and shallowness of Shaftesbury 
by composing an imitation of the Char act eristics. Plato s purpose, 
like Bcrk(‘lcy’s, dcmiaiids that the attack should be made on work 
which is both genuine* and admired by the circles whose literary 
and moral false taste is to be exposed. Hude seems to me fully 
justified in printing the discourse as part of his text of Lysias. 

1'he thesis of Lysias, we must remember, would be an ofhmsive 
paradox even to ihe section of Atlienian society which practised 
“ xinnatural ” aberrations. The fashionable theory was that the 
Halations in question are ennobk'd when they are inspired by genuine 
“ romantic attachment, but not otherwise*, as is taken for granted 
by tlie encomiasts of tlumi in the Symposium, d'o suffer the* 
advances of an from calculations of advantage was regarde*d 

as the bas(^st thing a (ire'ck lad could do. For a modeTn parallel 
to the paradox we might imagine a clever essay written to show that 
'I'om Jones’s conduct towards Lady Bedlaston is morally more 
innoceuit than his affair with Molly Sexigrim. We must not suppose 
that Lysias inteaids his argument to be taken seriously. He simply 
means to ('xliibit his clev(‘rn(\ss by showing how good a case' he can 
make) out for the worst conduct, much as a clever writer to-day 
might amuse himse'lf and his readers by an essay on the moral 
elevation of a bomb-throwing “ Communist.” But there are theses 
which cannot be' defended anel argume'nts which cannot be* em])lo3^ed, 
('ven in je’st, without re'vealing de'cyvscated moral depravity or 
insensibility ; the kind of cleverness wliich sustains such theses 
by the use of such arguments is a real moral danger to the com- 
munity and re(|uires to be countered, as it is b}’' Socrates, with better 
morality and superior wit. 

The* discourse may be* summarized very briefly ; it is throughout 
an appeal to cx)nsieleralions of ” utility ” in the most .sordid sense) 
of the word. One is likely to make* one*’s price much more effectively 
out of a suitor who is a cold st'iisualist. Romantic love has its 
fits of rejx)ntane’e and its love)rs’ quarreds ; it change's its object, 
and when it doc'S so, it passes into hate and scorn. It impc'rils 
re])utation, since the* romantic suitor ” blabs ” of his success, while 
th(‘ business-like* .sc'iisualist knows heiw to he)ld his tongue. The 
“ lover ” is notoriously jeale.nis and tries to monopolize his be loved ; 
the cool se'iisualist deK*s not object te> going .shares with rivals recom- 
me'iule'd by their wealth or other qualitie'S.^ 'fhe* “ lover ” is 
at t meted by ]>hysical charm before* he has c.onsiele're'el tlie suita- 
bility of the* connexion in other re.spe*cts ; the man who is not ” in 
love* ” clmoses carefully. The lover's judgmc'ut is blinded by his 
jia.ssion, anel lliis makes him the worst of confidants and advisers. 
He flatters one’s weaknesses and quarrels with one’s better qualities. 
On all these grounds it is ab.surd to expect solid and lasting advan- 
tage from one’s ce^mplaisanccs towards him. (Manifestly such a 
^ Like our own Charles 11, to lake an actual example. 
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discourse, apart from the moral turpitude which j'>crvades it, is 
really a failure, considered merely as a defence of its thesis. I.ysias 
gives a number of excellent reasons for thinking that it is bad to 
grant favours to a lover " ; he has given no reason for thinking 
that it may not be as bad, or worse, to grant them to a sensual 
“ man of the world.’' 'Fhe speech is thus, judged by any n^asonable 
standard, bad rhetoric, as well as bad ethics, a point which Socrates 
will not be slow to make.) 

Socrates professes at first to have paid no attention to the 
matter of the discourse. He was attending wholly to its stylistic 
qualities, and these even Lysias himself could hardly a]>prove, 
since it was full of empty repetition and tautology. The mere 
recollection of what poets like Sappho and Anaen'on have said about 
love would (‘liable a man to mak(‘ a much better siiei'ch on the same* 
theme. Lysias has in fact shown no “ invention " in his (‘ssay ; he 
has m(‘n‘ly dwelt on one obvious ]ioint, the “ blindness ” and 
irrationality of tlu^ lover’s passion,” a point no one could miss. Th(‘ 
whole iiK'rit of his performance, if it has any, must be looked 
for in the arrangement (Sm^ans) of this commonplace material. 
TTiaedrus himself admits this (2'jGa-b), but chalhnges Socrates, if 
he can, to treat the saini* theme , tlui admitted ” madness ” 

of the lover’s passion, b('tt(T than Lysias has done. Socrates 
accepts tlie challenge, with a prayer to the Muses to make up for 
his well-known ignorance by th(^ aid of their ” inspiration.” With 
this jirefacc he makes a rival speech on tli('. tlumie, only carefully 
introducing one slight but significant modilicatiem. The; suppos(‘d 
speaker, in his discourse, is to be not a cold-blooded sensualist 
making a disgraceful ” business proposition,” but a ” lover ” astute 
enough to cloak his passion under an appearance of indifference. 
(This gives Socrates a double advantages over Lysias. He saf('- 
guards his own character by abstaining from even a playful defence 
of a morally disgraceful tlu'sis, and he leaves himself free, if lu' 
])leeises, to urge subsequently that the apparent reasonability 
of the spec'ch is only the .simulated rationality of a madman, since, 
the client into whose mouth it is put is really in.spired all the time 
by ” romantic ” unreason.) 

First Spekch of Socrates. - Thesis : It is Bad to Listen to 
the Blandishments of a ** Lover ( 237 ?;- 24 i(/).- -The first requisite 
for all sound deliberation is to know tlic real character of the object 
about wliich we are (kdiberating. Since the qut'stion is whether 
one should yield to a lover, we must .start by understanding what 
” love ” is, and what it aims at, and whether it is for our good or 
tor our harm. ” Love ” is, of course, a dc'sin* or craving for some- 
thing. Now tlic^re are two principal types of desire — the ” inborn ” 
craving for the pleasant, and the desire for the ”best,” which is not 
inborn, but has to be acquired, and is based on judgment (^o^ti) — 
and there is often a clash between the two. The victory of judg- 
ment ipota) in this conflict ovcir appetitive craving is what we 
call sophrosyne ; the victory of appetite over our judgment of good 
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we call ** lust or “ passion ** (v/3pLq). Love («po> 9 , sexual 
passion) is one' special variety of v/Spi^ or “ lust.” It is the prev- 
alence of violent desire for the pleasant uninformed by rational 
judgment of good, when aroused by physical beauty (2^8c). The 
question before us, then, is whether it is for the benefit or for the 
hurt of the party who has aroused such a passion to gratify it. 
And here, Socrates says, he will gave the rein to an almost “ poetical ” 
eloquence witli which he feels himself inspired beyond his ordinary, 
perliaps by the surroundings in which he is speaking. (The arti- 
ficial graces of Lysias are to be met by the ” unstudii'al (doquence ” 
of the ” heart.”) 

The ” lover.” being a slave to his pleasures, will, of course, 
(Ic^sini his beloved to be thi^ pliant minister to them, and will hate 
rverylliing whicli makes him less subservient, and gives him any 
kind of personal indej)endence. Now wisdom, valour, even ready 
wit and eloquence tlKunsclves, tend to give one an indejiendent 
personality, and for that reason a ” lover ” will object to them in 
the object of his passion. His jealousy will prompt him to exclude 
the beloved from all intercourse which would ” make a man ” of 
liim, and above all from ‘‘divine philosophy.” The last thing 
lui will d(.‘sire is that his ” minion's ” charm for himself should be 
endangered b 3 ^ the ac(]uisition of intelligent and manly qualitic;s of 
soul. In the ntext place, he will resent the acquisition of hardy and 
manly physical qualities such as make one of worth in ‘‘ war and 
other nc'cessities ” ; lu‘ will deliberattdy, for his own pleasure, try 
to keep the ipotpu'o^ to a soft and effeminate* course of life. Finally, 
he will be anxious to isolate* his victim from all the influences of 
famil}^ affections ; he* will object to his having any financial in- 
dependence*, or to Ills marr^dng anel forming a family of his own, 
since* he reseuits whatever te*nds to emancii^ate the victim from the 
position of mere minister to his own se*lhsh pleasure*. Thus the 
‘‘ lover ” is an enemy to the geiod alike* of the victim's soul, of his 
l)ody, and of his estate. (We* see tliat Socrate's’ pretence of being 
carried emt of himself on a floeid of ” inspired ” eloquence must not 
be taken too seTiousl\^ He is deliberate'ly eibserving the rules of 
arrangement which I.ysias had ne'glected. His thenit* is nominally 
that e)f Iwsias, the jealous and petulant se*lfishness of the* “lewcr." 
I^ut he* has carefully articulated his argume*nt anel a vended vain 
repetition b^^ grouping the efl\*cts eif (he* love*r’s jealousy on his 
vdetim under the he^ads eif mind, beiely. e*state. This has given him 
furthe*r the* opening for lifting (he whole argument to a worthier 
moral level by insisting c)n tlie supreme importance of the moral 
goods which arc jeojiarelized by cennplaisance. (’e)nsidered simply 
as an e'xample of effective pleading, Socrates’ speech lias thus 
stylistic advantages over that of Lysias which far outw(*igh his 
negk‘ct of the verbal graces and prettinesscs of the other.) 

The speech ends with a further consideration. Connexion 
with an epatrr?;? lias been shown to be productive of evil to mind, 
body, and fortune. We may add, as a minor point, that besides 
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being “ harmful/’ it is also not even pleasant. Association with a 
tlatterer or a kept mistress is also hurtful, but the palliativ^e can 
be urged that, at any rate, these are '‘pleasant vices.” But in 
the connexion of the ipao-Tyq with his victim, the victim docs not 
even get the pleasure ; such as it is, it is all on the side of the othcT 
party ; the victim’s position is intolerable, and h(‘ only sustains 
it on the strength of promises of solid advantages, which the ” lover” 
will not implement, when once he has had his wick('d will and sated 
himself. I'he “ love ” of the is tims lh(‘ pnwi'rbial love* of 

the wolf for the lamb. 

Even PlKUidrus can see that this discourse, though it gives good 
reasons against b(*stowing favours on a “ lover,” does nolliing to 
advance the plea of the; suitor who is not ” in love.” Socrates, who, 
of course, did not mc'.an to act as advocate for such a client, sugg(*sts 
that it WT)uld be enough to add that such a person is in all res])ects 
the very opposite of the lover whose faults we hav(* exposed. He 
is about to take his leave of Pnaedrus with tliis n^niark, when ” tlu* 
divine sign ” checks him. Ih* ])rofesses to understand this as a 
warning that, since Eros is a god, he has cominitled an impiety 
by denouncing him and must purge himself of his contempt by a 
palinode, as Stesichorus did when he had blas])h('med Helen. If 
a rc'al g(*ntleman had overlieard either the* s])e(*ch of l.ysias or that 
which vSocrates has just delivenxl, lie would have imagined that he 
was li.stening to persons brought up among ” common sailors,” in- 
capable of understanding what a free; man means by ” love.” 
Thus th(^ point of the ” palinode” is to be that it is a recanta- 
tion of the identification of epws with a brutal fdiysical appetite 
(24I^^-243^).l 

Second Speech of Socrates (244^7-256^7).- Tnte Psychology 
of Love. — The ground on which we have so far maiiitain(*d that 
it is better to associate with one who is not in love than with a 
” lover ” is that the lover is ” beside himself ” (^atVera/), but the 
man who is not in love retains his sanity, and sanity is better than 
“madness.” This is the proposition we are now to recant. It 
would be true if there were only one kind of fnaizy, common mad- 
ne.ss. But there is an inspired ” frenzy ” which is productive of 
good we could not equally obtain in a state of sanity and control 
of ourselves. One of its forms is prophecy ; the priestess of Dtdphi, 
who predicts in a state of “ exaltation,” is far superior as a prophet 
to diviners who predict the future by calculations based on the 
flight of birds and similar omens ; a second form is the “ exaltation ” 
of the authors of “ purifications ” and “ initiations,” “ founders of 

^ The definition of from which the speech ot Socrates started was 
correct in the sense that it is a true definition of what Lysias had called 
in formulating his thesis. Hence it was rightly adopted also by Socrates for 
the immediate purpose of showing how the same thesis might have been 
treated with less superficiality and without idle repetition. J>ut, as we shall 
see, it is not in fact an adequate account of even guilty and degraded human 
" love,” to call it a craving for a certain physical ” exoneration.” (Even an 
unholy love — if it is ” love ” at all — is the pollution of a high sacrament.) 
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religions " as we should say ; a third is the inspiration of the poet. 
No one who attempts to compose poetry in a state of sanity ” 
by rules of art ever acliieves anytliing great (244a-245e). The 
madness of the lover, as we shall find, is a fourth form of this divine 
“ frenzy ” which is so much wiser than the wisdom of the world. ^ 
We intend to show, that, if the lover is mad, his madni'ss is an 
inspiration from heaven and may be a great blessing. To prove 
tliis we must lay down the }>rinciples of a sound psychology ; w(* 
must sec what is the nature', and what the actions and passions 
of the soul. 

In the first place, the soul is immortal (245c), a statement which 
means to a (ireek that it is divine. 'I'he proof of this is that what- 
ever is always in motion is immortal, and tlie soul is always in 
motion, 'riu' minor premiss of this syllogism is again proved thus. 
'blKt soul is the source and initiator of its own motions ; its motions 
are not communicated from without, but spontaneously originated 
from within. Tims tlu'y were lU'.ver started by anything else, and, 
as th(i soul itself is the iirst fountain of them, they can never come 
to an end. If the soul could come to an end, there would be an 
end of nature and becoming universally (245c) — a statement which 
implies that souls arc the on/y things which can move from within, 
and so the only possible sourcc^s of movement. I'he soul may thus 
be rigorously ck'iint'd as that which moves itself (246a}. ^ But 

^ "i'o appreciate tliis doctrine ariglit, we must neither forget the habitual 
“ irony " of Socrates nor exaggerate it. The key to his meaning is given by 
liis w(‘ll-known tlieory a.l>out tlie poets. He found the poets unable to explain 
in bald prose what tlicy meant by their finest passages, or how they came by 
them. Hence he classes them amcmg the persons who think they have a 
knowledge which they really have not. 'J'hey are not alive, whatever they 
may suppose, to the full significance of their best work, lie does not, of 
course, mean to suggest either that the great things in Sophocles or Euripides 
are not really great, or that grt'at })octry may be nonsense. It means more 
than the poet himself in his “ imiiispired ” hours could tell you, and this shows 
that some influence which the poet cannot wholly control has been spcaldng 
through him. Jn the same way, though it is part of his irony to dwell on the 
alk'g(‘il benefits conferred on men by the Iranci'-ulterances the iVthia or 
the “ purifications " devised by abnormal and eccentric “ religious geniuses," 
it is quite consistent with his habitual attitude to " things divine " that he 
should su])pose a higher power to use such vehicles for revealing the future, 
and admit the real iK'aliiig cficcts of .some " initiations " and " purifications " 
on the body and mind. The great defect lie finds in poetry as in ptavriKy is 
just that the. spirits of the prophtds arc not subject to the prophets. Hence 
you cannot depend on the 1 'ythia’s predictions, and hence also the great poet 
is apt to decline into bathos or nonsense as much as the Shadwcll to deviate 
(occasionally) into sense. 

''‘ This argument, in an exjiandcd form, is reproduced in tlie L.aivs, as we 
shall see. and treated there as the sufficient proof both of the existence of 
Ciod and of the immortality of the soul. Unlike the arguments of the Phaedo 
it has no sjiecial connexion with the theory of the forms. Hut it would be 
lash to say that its introduction shows that we are dealing with a post-Socratic 
development of Hlato’s own thought, since in principle the argumpit is that of 
Alcmaeon of Crotona that the soul is immortal because it " is like immortal 
things, and is like them in the point that it is always in motion " (Aristot. 
de Anima, 405a 30). Hence the argument must have been well known to 
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what is the character of this self-moving ” source of all move- 
ment ? h'or our purposes, we may cont^ent ourselves with an 
analogy. It is like a charioteer with a pair of winged steeds, 
forming a single living whole.^ In the case of the gods, driver and 
horses are all as good as they can possibly be ; in the human soul, 
the driver has to manage two horses of different strain, and this is 
what makes his task so difficult. While the horses keep their wings, 
they travel round the circuit of heaven and tlu^ soul “ administers " 
the Cosmos. But they may lose their wings and fall to (‘arth ; the 
soul then acquires an earthly body which seems to bt' able to move 
itself (though it is really moved by the soul within it), and it is this 
compkix of body and soul which wo. call the mortal “ animal.” 
By analogy we come commonly to think of God (falst'ly) as a being 
with a soul and body which are never separat(‘d by death (2.\()d). 

(We S(!e at once that we are dealing in a parable with the “ three* 
parts ” of the soul ; the driver is judgmeait, the two horsi;s are 
” honour ” or mettle ” and appetite*.” If we press the details, 
they im])ly that all three ” parts ” are prc'sent not only in the soul 
which has not yet put on the garment of the flesh, but in the gods, 
who are never embodied at all. This would be quite at variance 
with the hints of the Republic and the express teaching of the 
Timaeus, But it is not really permissible to extract metaphysics 
from mythical details which are necessitated by simple rege^id 
for the coherency of the pictorial representation.) f 

The myth procec^ds to describe the life of all souls under 
image of a great festal procession. The souls progress, under the 
lea(l(‘rship of the gods, round the whole compass of the heavens, 
maintaining the universal order of things. The goal of the whole 
pilgrimage is reached by an ascent to a region outside the whole 
heaven, the plain of reality,” where the procession pauses and 
enjoys a Sabbath rest in the contemplation of “ bodiless rcjdity, 
without figure, colour, or tangible quality ” (in other words thv. 
forms) ; this is the true home of souls, and the source of their 
spiritual food. Thus the thought is that it is in the strength of this 
pure contemplation that gods and men alike execute the practical 
task of establishing and maintaining natural and moral order in the 
realm of mutability and becoming. Like Moses they make every- 
thing after the pattern they have seen ” in the mount.” The gods, 
of course, achieve this ” steep ascent of heaven ” with complete 
success ; they actually conduct their living chariots out of the 
whole region of ” nature ” to the goal outside it. With men it is 
otherwise. The best of them only succeed for a time in getting 
their heads above the visible region, and attaining a glimpse of 

Socrates, who alludes to the views of Alctnaeon about the brain as familiar to 
himself in the autobiographical narrative of the Fhaedo, 

^ Phaedrus 246 ^, ioiKlru) 5r) crv/ii<lfVT(p dvvdfjt.€L virowT^pov ^ei/yovs re Kal t}vi6xov, 
avpipinip here should mean, as the word regularly does in Plato, literally con- 
cretae, grown together into one." it is inserted in order to insist on the 
unity of the individual mind. We are to think of the'driver and his horses as 
a single organism. 
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whal lies wholly beyond it, and then redcscend. The worse arc 
thrown into complete confusion by the restivencss of the horse of 
inferior strain and the unskilfulness of the horseman. Their horses 
lose their wings, and horses and horseman sink to earth, not to 
regain tludr old plac'e until the wings of the soul have grown afresh, 
rile magnitude of tlu^ fall is shown by the kind of life which the 
now incarnab* soul leads in the body. Those who have '"seen 
most " become philosopluTs, lovers of beauty, musical men or 
lo\'ers ; Hum follow in descending order, law-abiding kings and 
soldier^, men of ailairs and business, athletes and physicians. 
])roj)lu‘ls and “ initiators/' j)oets and artists, mechanics and 
tal'me^^, prof(*ssional sophists and dcunagogues, tyrants. Tlu* rule 
which a]>j)lies to all is tliat aflta’ (aicli life a man receives the rewards 
of the (leeds doiu^ in tlie body. None may recover his wings and 
r(‘turn to the ])la('(‘ from which he fell untii ten thousand years are 
o\'er, e\('(‘pt oiu^ wh(< ('lioos(‘s to live tlu* life of the “ philosopher or 
piiiloso))hie lover ” three times in sucx'ession. For such a man the 
l<‘ii tlumsand y(‘ars are reduced to three thousand.^ For others 
th<' scheme includes, lik(! that of the Republic, reincarnations in 
animal as well as in human bodies, but no soul can finally recovc'i 
its wings after such a degradation until it has once more been 
ndnearnated in human form, for the recovery of the soul's wings 
is only etlected by rccollcclion of the things of which the soul 
cauglit a glim[)se wlum it was following the great proce ssion of the 
gods, and it is only man to whom the cc\])eriences of sense suggest 
tliese r(‘collections. ,\ man in whom these recollections are being 
awakened is ])o})ul.Liiy thought “ distracted,” from his loss of 
inten'st in the things other men take seriousl}', but he is really 
inspiU'd ” 

Now our .simsible exjuTieiices only suggest h'W and faint images 
of righteousness and temperance and tlu‘ other forms, but beauty 
is much more impn'.ssively adumbratid in si nse-experumce. and 
the eff(‘Ct of the exjHTience in awakening ” recollection ” is therefore* 
exceptionally startling. In the soul which has all but lost the 
impression of hea venly beauty, the effect of its t‘arthly adumbra- 
tion is to provoke ” brutal ” appetite (rerpaTro^o? \ 250c) for 

intercourse with tlie beautiful ])ody. Hut in a soul fresh from deep 
contemplation of .spiritual beauty, the sight of earthly beauty 

‘ 1 lius tlu* sc luMiio is the s.'iiiie as that of the iu\ th of Er 111 tlie Rc^nddic. 

1 he assumjUion E that l)ie normal extreme limit of human life E a hundred 
\'earr>. Keincarnations take place once in a thousand years in erdcu' that the- 
Towards and )ninishmonts at the end of eac h incarnation may In- on a teiifcdd 
scale*. 1 lie privilege of escape from the wheel after tliree incanuitioiis and 
the hej>t' that in Kc'iieial it will he achieved after ten, arc- not im-nlioned in the 
}\rt'ui hi', hnt 1 .suspec t t h pliic origin lor part at any rate of thi';. I'mtpedocles 
fixe^ the soul's period c')f exile from heaven at ^>.ooo *' sea:ions " (Er. 115. 
K. 1 ‘.. I Si}, and we may suspect that he is reckoning three clyac to the year, 
l[xp, Ot’pos, On the details of the l*iuiedrus myth the stude-nt should 

consult tile full c^^Inmentary in Stewart's Myth^ of Plato. 

* Cf Browning's Epidic of Karshi-^h with its treatment of l.a/.arus as “ the 
madman,” or St. i’aul's language about the ” foolishness ' of the Cross. 
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arouses religious awe and worship ; the soul’s wings begin to sprout, 
and this process, like the getting of teeth, is a mingled one of nn~ 
easiness with intervals of relief, pain in the absence of the beloved, 
rest and pleasure; in his company. Hence the lover gladly forsake's 
all other society, neglects his property, and throws convention to 
the wind, so long as he can win the society in which he is getting his 
heart's desire. Men call this “ being in love " ; it is really growing 
one’s spiritual wings again (2^od~2S2c). What sort of peTson will 
provoke this passion is a matter of the lover’s peculiar ti'injHTament . 
In the b('st type of man the qualities which awaken it are “ love of 
wisdom” and a “commanding personality” (252c); others are 
attracted by different gifts. In every case the ” lover ” aims at 
moulding the being he “ idolizes ” into the more and niore perfect 
image of the “god” whom both serve, and tlu^ affection between 
them grows with every fresh step of the proct'ss (2^2c~2^y). 

But we must remembcT what we said about the dilterenci* in 
strain Ixdween the horses of the human soul. The better horse is 
modest and chivalrous, a “ thorough-bred ” ; the worse horse is a 
”bolt(T.” So when the charioteer is wrapt in the contemplation 
of the beloved, the bedter horse modestly holds himself in, but the 
worse “ bolts,” in spite of rein and whip, from lust after carnal 
delight. The worse horse may be often “ pulled to his haunclu^s,” 
but he ])ersists in his struggle's, and the time of really fu'rce temj)ta- 
tion comes when the passion which began on one side is reci])rocat('d 
on the other. If the temptation is successfully resisted, tlu' pair 
have won one out of the three “ Olympic victories ” nece'ssary to 
release them from incarnation in the flesh. Henceforward they have 
mastered the evil in themselves and won their frec^dom. But if 
their lives are directed only to the second-best, “ honour,” in the 
place of the first-best, “ wisdom,” the evil horse may get his way in 
an unguarded moment, and then there will be other such moments 
in their lives, though not many, as their conduct has not commended 
itself to their “ whole souls.” Their attachment will be real, but 
not so real as that of the pair who have won the mastery over them- 
selves, At death, they are still “ wingless ” though “ desirous to 
be winged,” and even this is a gain. It is at least a b(*ginning of 
the journey hcavenwords, and the rest will come {2y\a-2^()d)d 

This, then, is what association with a true lover may bestow ; 
intimate relations with the man who is “ not in love ” lead to a 
meanness of soul, falsely taken for a virtue, and a nine-thousand- 
years’ period of “ folly,” spent on and under the (‘arth. May 
Ktos accept this recantation, grant Socrates not to lose his “ skill 
in matters of love,” and punish Lysias by converting him, as his 

* The power and insiglit with which this account of the conflict between 
the spirit and the flesh is written should not mislead us into supposing that it 
must be concealed autobiography. Comparison with what Alcibiades says 
in the Symposium about the relations between himself as a boy and Socrates 
suggests that the model for Idato's picture of the lover who has come through 
the severest temptation unsmirched is to be found in Socrates and his behaviour 
te :he beautiful and petulant boy. 


II 
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brother Polemarchus has already been converted, to philosophy ^ 
(2s6e-2^yb). 

Phaedriis is delighted with the line speech to which he has just 
listened. Lysias himself could hardly match it. Perhaps he would 
not try ; h(‘. is a touchy man and was recently gravely offended by a 
))olitician who had call(.‘d him a mere “ writer of speeches '' in de- 
preciation. P)Ut, says Socrates, politicians who affect to despise 
“ discourse'- writing ” are only disguising envy under the mask of 
contempt. I'liey are vain enough of the decrees they propose 
and carry, and what is a decree but the record of a discourse '' 
to whicli the author has prefixed the names of its admirers, “ the 
council ” or “ the ])eoj)le ? And how much vainer a man is when 
liis di^cou^ses ” an' jm'St'rved in perj)ctuity as th(' “ laws of 
a Slate, (dearly, if tlu'rt' is any disen'dit it is not in composing 
discourse's, but in composing them ill. And this raises the whole 
(jiK'stion, what is f^ood writing ? (258^/). This is tlu' sort of problem 
wliicli it giv('s an educat<'d man real pleasure to discuss. If we 
neglect it and |>ref(;r to slet'p out the warm noon-tide, the cicadae 
ovc^r our lu^ads may carry our bad report to their patrons the 
Muses.- Accordingly, we now find ourselves launched on a serious 
irujuiry into the j)roblem of slyle. What is a good style ? 

fuE Pkinciples of Style (259^-278^). — (Nominally the ques- 
tion under discussion is that of the canons of a sound rhetoric, 
but we shall see that it rapidly expands into a consideration of the 
character of “ style in literature in general. A speaker or writer 
has a cas(i of which he wishes to convince his hearer or reader, 
d he question is what principles may be laid down for the presenta- 
tion of this case in the way which will be most effective. Thus the 
considerations urged by Socrates bear as much on the written ex- 
position of a subject in an essay or a treatise as upon the spoken 
presentation of it to an audience. The reason for approaching the 
topic primarily from the side of spoken discourse is simply that, 
in the age of Socrates, there was no serious prose literature in 
existence. Idle one still extant prose work of importance of an 
earlier date than the supposed conversation between Socrates and 
Phaedrus was the book of Herodotus. The “ pre-Socratic philo- 
sophers had, indeed, attempted to state their views about in 
a sort of prose ; the Periclean age saw the first written manuals 
of “ rhetoric " and medicine, and the first written discussions of 
ethical and political problems. But the writers of rexyat made 
no pretensions to style, and their compositions were not regarded 
as "literature." Literary prose, as a vehicle for the artistic 
expression of reflection upon life, was the creation of Isocrates, 

‘ The point of the remark about Polemarchus is unknown. Had he, as 
would l>e (juite possible, fallen in with some belated survivor of the downfall 
of the Pythagoreans during his years in Italy ? E.g. with Philolaus ? 

• Note the allusion in to the saying familiar from the Phaedo that 

philosophy is the fitylffry] fiovjiKrf. It is assumed that the saying is already 
current ; hence we cannot be far wrong in supposing that its orign was 
Pythagorean. 
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and at the assumed date of the conversation, Isocrates is still 
simply a composer of speeches to be delivered in the law-courts.) 

It would seem obvious that the first ])rerequisite of a really 
good discourse ” is that the deliverer of it should know the truth 
about his subject. Yet the accepted view is that this is unnecessary. 
'I'o compose a telling speech you need not know what are the SUaia, 
the “ rights and wrongs of the case '' ; you need only know what 
the audience who are to decide the issue think right and wrong. 
You win your case by appeal to the prejudices of your heanTs.'* 
But this view will not bear examination. It would be a comic 
situation if Phaedrus, being under the impression that the word 
“ horse " means a donkey, should be persuaded by a discourse on 
the usefuliu'ss of the horse in war to provide himself with a donk('y ' 
against his next campaign. It would b(‘ worse than comical if 
a public man with a persuasive tongue confused evil witli good and 
led the community to embark on a policy based on the confusion. 
This would not statesmanshi]), but the revi rsi* of it. Ik^ssibly, 
however, the professors of rhetoric might reply that they do not 
claim for their art that it can teach us the p^rincipk's of good and 
evil, but simply that even if you know th(‘sc‘ princijdes, you will not 
be able to turn your knowledge to account in practice unless you 
also follow their precepts.^ Thus sound knowledge of good and 
(‘vil would be an indispensable prerequisite for statesmanship, l)ut 
mastery of the technical rules of rhetoric would be necessary for 
the statesman who needs to convince the public. So far as it 
goes this is a fair defence of rhetoric, — on one condition. The 
condition is that the rules in question form a real rexvrf or “ art/* 
the application of real scientific knowledge to practice. But there 
is a view that they are nothing of the kind ; “ persuasion *’ is a 
mere empirical knack *’ (rpipri) for which no rules can be laid 
down, and there is no “ art of speaking ** distinct from the know- 
ledge of the true facts about the subject-matter of the discourses. 
This view demands consideration (259c-26ra). 

May we not define rhetoric as verbal “ sorcery ** (if/vxaywyLa) ^ 
whether practised in the courts, in other public gatherings, or in 
private life, and whether the issues on which it is employed are 
grave or trivial ? The writers on the subject, it is true, generally 
confine the sphere of the art to public discourses before law-courts 
and popular assemblies ; but they forget that such a restriction 
would amount to excluding Zeno and his paradoxes from considera- 

^ The implication is that Phaedrus is still a rich man ; he would have to 
serve in the cavalry, if called out, and thus belongs to the class of weyraKoffio- 
liibLfxpoi or that of linrijs. 

* '1 his, we may remind ourselves, is actually the view taken by Gorgias 
in the dialogue called after him. He disclaims any pretence to be able to 

teach goodness.” 

* The word should be understood in its literal sense of "spirit-raising.” 
The eloquent speaker deals with the rf/vxai of the audience as the sorcerer 
does with the ghosts he raises and lays ; he puts a " spell ” on you. So we 
hear in our modern slang of " wizards ” and spell- binders ” in public life. 



312 PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

tion. rhis would be a bad mistake. Zeno, like the speakers in the 
courts or the ccclesia, is a controversialist. Just as a skilled 
political or forensic pleader can make us think the same course or 
the same case just or unjust at his pleasure, Zeno makes us accept 
or deny the same proposition in the mathematics as he pleases. 
Rluitoric is thus universally skill in controversy. Success in it 
depends on ability to establish resemblances or similarities and to 
expose resemblances which have been tacitly presupposed by the* 
anta^^onisl ^ (26je). Now we are most readily led astray in cases 
where tlie dissimilarity between two things is apparently slight, 
and thiTefore a man who wants to confuse others but avoid being 
misled himself, as the controversialist does, needs to know what an‘ 
the real similarities and dissimilarities between things, and this 
makes it ridiculous to talk of an art of discourse " which can be 
divorced from “ knowk'dge of the real (262c). We may illustrate 
the point from the discourse of Lysias with which we have b(xm 
concerned. Lysias is disc ussing the question whether a " lover 
is a blessing or a curs(‘. Now love ” is not, like " iron " or 
“ silver," a word with a definite and undisput(‘d meaning. Different 
])ersons understand very different things by the name. It is idle 
to ask whetlier a “ lover ’’ is a blessing or not, unless wt. begin by 
defining " lov(‘." Lysias never explains what he means ; in his 
o])(‘ning sentence he introduces the word " lover " without any 
(explanation. The ambiguity thus introduced into his speech is 
dc'linitely an offence against art, a violation of a law of good style. 
He Ix'gins where he ought to have ende d.- Scxrates w^as better 
inspired by the local deities, since he opened his speech by the 
r ( ? q u i r ed c le f i n i t i on . 

A second grave fault in style is that there is no recognizable 
order in the (Uscxmrsc' of Lysias. It is not the consistent develop- 
m('nt (T a theme and has no organic structure. There is no dis- 
coverable reason why the various points of the speech might not 
hav’e been made in a wliolly different ord('r. But a good discourse 
ought to have a definite? organic structure, just like a living creature, 
riiere should be a definite ])lan underlying it which would be ruined 
if you inverted the order of its paragraphs.-** Here again the dis- 
course with which the Nymphs inspire d Socrates presents an in- 
structive contrast. It began by saying what " love " is, a kind of 
" madness " or " frenzy." Next it distinguislK'd two main types of 

‘ C!f. the appeals to " precedents ” which are so coiniiioii a feature of both 
ff)rensic and ])olitical oratory. The irapddeiyfua wliich Aristotle calls a “ rhetori- 
cian’s form of induction ” (Analyt. Post. A, 71^ o) is just the “ appeal to 
j)recedent. ” 

* I'he right order thought would be to say first what the passion “ love *' 

is. then to consider how it will attect the man who is dominated by it, and 
hist of all to ask whether these eltects will make him a better influence in a 
lad’s life than tlu- man who is not “ in love.” Lysias with this last 

question, and never raises the others. 

* Socrates put.s his linger on the defect which, above all others, is the most 
glaring fault of the bad stylist, neglect of the logical sequence of the parts of 
his essay or the chapters of his book. 
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madness, that due to human disease and that due to divinely 
sent exaltation " above everyday “ conventionalities." Then 
it went on to make a further subdivision of divine " exaltation " 
itself, and so to distinguish the " exaltation " of the lover from that 
of the " seer," the " poet," and the fouiuk'r of a rc'ligion, and ended 
with an imaginative hymn in praise of hTos (2(:)4/;-265c). Much of 
what we said was, perhaps, sportive, but there are two points about 
tlu^ mcThod we followed which are of sc'rious im}>ortance. When 
any subject is to be expounded, it is vitally important to deline it, 
and to define it one must be able to " colk'ct "its liisirc/a mcmbru 
into a singles " pattern " (ISia), as we did when we reduced all the 
manifestaUons of " love " under th(' one head of " distraction " 
(Trnpavoui). But it is no less important, when we have* got our 
single " pattern," to " divide " it again rightly into sub-patterns, 
like a skilful carver who disjoints an animal at the ]:)roper articula- 
tions. This was what we tried to do when we went on to distin- 
guish a “sinister," or left-hand and a “right-hand" distraction, 
and then carefully subdivided both again along the propcT line's, 
so that we were left with a " sinister " love which we were entitled 
to denounce and a clearly discriminated “ right-hand " or “ divine " 
love wdiich was eulogized as the source of the greaU'st blessings. 
(It was just this jirocess of first “ collecting " the definition and then 
making a scientific subdivision of the dcfiniinm on a \)ro\x^r fun da- 
mcutiiin divisionis which enabled us to give a rational justification 
for our answer and our approbation.) Socrab's is devot(‘d to this 
method of combined “ composition " and “ division," and is rc'ady 
to follow the steps of the “ dialectician " who possessi's it, as those of 
a god. Thus we are brought to the conclusion that “ dialectic is 
philosophy " in the wide sense in which that word means ihv 
capacity for seeing the real affinities in things, and so grouping 
them in well-defined genera ; and detecting the differences which 
mark off different species within the genus, is the first requisite 
of a masterly style. To be a true stylist, you must have a clear 
view of your subject as a whole, and b(' able to articulate it aright 

Phaedrus agrees that this is a good account of “dialectic," 
and that Socrates has a correct conception of a “ scientific style." 
But Thrasymachus and the other teachers of prose style have not 
the qualities we hav(‘ described. What they mean by “ rhetorical 
style " is something different. They mean, in fact, the arrangement 
of the parts of a “ discourse " on a certain model wffiich they pre 
scribe, but which has nothing to do with the kind of logical structure 
just described. To use technical terms, they say, e.g., that a good 
speech must have its exordium {vpooifXLov) ; tlien you must go 
on to the narration (StT^yr/o-ts), which relates what you allege to 
be the facts of the case ; next to the production of the depositions 
{fiafnvpLai) of witnesses ; then to a consideration of the presumptions 
(T€KprjpLa) and plausibilities (ctKora) ; and there are many other 
subdivisions. (The precise meaning of the technical terms is in 
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many cases uncertain, since some of them were not preserved in the 
later manuals of the art, and even of those which arc preserved, we 
cannot be certain that tln^y already had their later meanings as 
(‘arly as the fifth century. The reader may consult the notes in 
1'hornpson’s edition of the dialogue.) Gorgias and his master 
'Fisias insist on the importance of a dexterous art of exaggeration 
and extenuation ; Polus and Protagoras before him on grace 
and appropriateness of verbal phrasing. We need not follow them 
into all th(‘S(' details, but we must test the worth of their theory of 
style as a whole ; perhaps its texture will look very loose if we view 
it in a cl(;ar light (2()f)e-268a). 

Suppose a man claimed to be a physician on the; ground that he 
knew r(‘cip(‘s for raising and lowering the body’s temperature, 
producing a vomit and an (wacuation and the like, would specialists 
lik(^ our friend ICryximachus admit his claim ? Tf he did not know 
also in what patients, when, and with what violence to produce 
th(‘se effects, tlaw would say at once that he did not know medicine. 
So Sophocles or luiri]^id(^s would say to anyone who knew how to 
make singk^ speeches effectively but not how to construct an 
artistic whole out of them, “You may understand the pndiminaries 
to jday-making, but you don’t know how to make a play.** So 
Pericles, we may be sure, would have told us urbantdy that a man who 
has l(‘arned the devices of the textbooks has only learned the pre- 
liminaries to “ rhetoric.” 'the art consists in knowing how and 
wlu'ii to list* tilt? various devices to effect (7rt6>tti'o>?) and to make 
your discourst* into a real whole (2()8tr-26()c) 

Atimiltedly ihis cannot be learned from any of the law-books: 
flow then should a man set himself to acquire a really persuasive 
style ? 'I'o begin with, lit? must have a natural gift of expression, 
or he will be wasting time in trying to cultivate a barren soil. 
If h(‘ has the natural gift, its cultivation demands both knowledge 
and practice (/acAct?/), and is thus not wholly a matter of “ art.” 
In so far as it does depend on knowledge and thus is an “ art,” 
Lysias and I'hrasymachus have misconceived the kind of knowledge 
rt'tpiired. What it is may be suggested to us by the facts about 
Pericles, the most effective of all our great orators. Over and 
above his natural gift of speech (tt^o? tw cTi/at, 2 yoa), 

P(Ticl('s had the advantage of early association with Anaxagoras. 
This gav(‘ Iiiin a ccTtain largtuii'ss of mental outlook which makes 
itself felt in his jiolitical oratory.- The great stylist, in fact, needs 

' Note that loiripitles is Uotinitfly associated here with Sophocles (208^). 
B(')th are assuinetl to be living; ami accessible. Hence we sliould date the 
conversation before the final departure of Euripides from Athens (408 or 407). 
The reference to Kryxiniachus and his father (208a) sliows that d tliey are the 
persons of the same names who were implicated in the scandal of 415, it had 
not such serious consetiuences for them as it had for some of their circle. 

* Of course, the allusion is half playful. The suggestion is that Pericles 
turned to account in practical statesmanship the Anaxagorean physical 
speculations about the sovereignty of voDs; he made fnens agitat molcm into 
a political principle (270a 5). 
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to build on the same foundations as the great ph^^sician. If a 
man is to be more than a mere empiric in medicine, as we may see 
from the teaching of Hippocrates, he needs a scientific knowledge 
of the body, which can hardly b(i acquired without a knowledge of 
“ nature as a whole. He must know whether the human body 
is composed of one single ingredient or of many, and, in either case, 
he must further know how the substance or substances composing 
the human body are affected by each and all of the substances 
which medicine employs in its pharmacopoeia. Without this 
scientific basis, medicine would be a mere “ fumbling in the dark.” ^ 
fhe same thing is true of the “ orator.” He is trying to produce 
healthy convictions in the minds of his audience by discourses 
exactly as the physician produces healthy conditions in their 
bodies by his prescriptions. Hence anyone who undertakes to 
teach the art of persuasion needs first of all to have a thoroughly 
scientific knowledge of the mind. He must know v\'hat are its 
components and exactly hov/ each type of discourses will affex't 
them. In a word, he must have a sound psychology of human 
nature. Thus he must understand what different temjicraments 
there are among his auditors, what different types of ” discourses ” 
there are, and why such and such a type of ” discourse " a])peals to 
such and such a temperament. And this is not all. The effective 
speaker, like the successful physician, must have skill in diagnosis. 
He must be able in practice to judge rapidly and surely of the 
temperament of an actual audience and the type of appeal which 
will go home to them. Only when he has thus diagnosed his 
hearers’ temperaments and decided on the right kind of appeal 
to make will he be in a position to apply the rules given in tin? 
hand-books for producing the kind of effect which will be oppor- 
tune (269^^-2726). 

The road to oratorical success we have described is, no doubt, 
a long and difficult one ; but can the writers of the handbooks 
really show us an easier short cut ? We know that, as has been 
already mentioned, they often say the ” speaker ” or stylist ” 
need not concern himself with realities or “ truths ” ; he need only 
aim at being plausible, and, indeed, should often prefer plausibility 
to truth. Thus if he is employed in a case where a })lucky little 
man has beaten a stronger but cowardly man, he would, speaking 

* Plato is thinking mtiinly of the doctrine of the four fundamental 
" humours " (blood, phlegm, red bile, black bile) on which the Coan school of 
medicine built up its humoral pathology, and is arguing that the physician 
must have a scientific knowledge of the action of each substance in the 
pharmacopoeia on each of these " humours." 'J'hc counterpart w^ould be a 
scientific knowledge of the " active principles," as Butler calls them, in the 
human mind and the way in which each may be stimulated or inhibited by 
the appropriate type of verbal appeal. The particular llippocratean work 
alluded to is, perhaps, the -nepl ^vaios avOpionov, where the humoral pathology 
is expressly expounded. But see the discussion of Dies, A uiour dc Platon, 30 tf. 
The sure and rapid gauging of the temper of the audience, on wliich ho rightly 
insists as all-important, is just the sort of thing of which there can be no 
No rules can be given for it ; it is a matter of atodqais 
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for th(‘. defence, dwell on the improbability that the small man should 
have attacked a bigger man, or, if he spoke for the prosecution, 
he would try to suggest that there had been a concerted assault 
by S('V(Tal assailants. In either case, the real facts of the situa 
lion are just what the clever advocate would take care to keep dark. 
P>ul w(‘ must retort once more that one. can only judge of thc‘ 
“ plausil)iljties in proportion as one knows the real facts. (The 
advocate may rely on distortion of the facts, but he must know 
what they are if he is to distort them in a really plausible W'ay.) 
So w(‘ adhere to our view that it is a long and a hard task to acquire 
th(‘ art of a pc'rsuasive style. The time and labour required would 
1)(* dispr()j)orlionate if one’s ol)j(‘ct were merely to make an im- 
y)n‘ssiori on one’s fellow-mortals, and not, as it ought to be, to make 
our words, like our deeds, acc(‘ptable to God. (That would, of 
course, be the aim of a tru(‘ statesman, who (‘mploys his knowledge 
of human temperaments and the way in which they may be ap- 
p(‘al(‘d to, to enlist his fellow-citizcms in the prosecution of good and 
the avoidance of (‘vil.) This is, in substance, all wc have to say 
about tlu' princij)les of an art of style. It must be based on a 
masterly knowledge of the subject-matter dt'alt with and an equally 
masterly knowknlge of the psychology of the hearers (or readers) 
addr(‘sst‘d, combined wtih a natural gift of language (272^-2746). 

We may now turn to the question, suggested by the sneer of 
th(' unnanu'd politician about Lysias { 2 $yc), whether it is a proper 
thing to perp<.'tuate one’s discourses in writing. Socrates professes 
to have heard a story — Phaedrus prefers to think that he is inventing 
it that, in the old days when Eg\"pt was governed by gods, the 
god I'hoth invented the art of writing and recommended it to 
Amond who then ruled at Thebes, as a device which would 
make the b^gyptians wiser and improve their memories. Amon 
rejiroved him, on the ground that written records tend to make us 
iK'gU’Ct th(‘ cultivation of memory by making it unnecessary, and 
to I'llI men with an empty conceit of their own wisdom. I'hey think 
they know a great dtnil which they have merely read without 
understanding and without any abiding effect on their minds. The 
art of writing does not act as a substitute for memory ; it merely 
])rovides us with memoranda — convenient mc'ans of refreshing our 
mt'mory from time to time. A book is like a picture'. figures 

of the picture may actually “ look alive,” but they cannot speak. 
So the words and s(‘ntences in a written book look full of wisdom, but 
if you question the book about its meaning. 3^011 can get no reply. 
A ” discourse.” once written down, conirs into the hands of the 
unintelligent, as well as of the intelligent, and is exposed to mis- 
interpretation. If it is to be rightly understood, it needs the living 
voice of the author to explain and dehmd it. 'i'hiis the written 
discourse is at best a lifeless image of the living thought which is 

* riiito calls him 1 harm is. but the mention of Tlicbcs shows what Iig)"ptian 
Rod he lias in iniiui. Is the name Thaniii.s. wliich has perplexed the com- 
mentators, clue to a presunuibly wilful confusion with the Syrian Thammuz ^ 
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written " in the soul of him who understands it.” A gardener may, 
for amusement, force flowers in a ” garden of Adonis,” ^ but he 
takes care to sow the seeds of crops about which be is in earnest in 
the appropriate soil and to wait months for ihv\r maturing. So the 
man who is in earnest about raising the fruit of rigliteousness and 
goodness will not trust to forcing it by writing liis deepest convic- 
tions in ink ; he will trust to the slow and steady cultivation of 
them in his own soul, and in those of others with whom h(^ is in 
constant personal contact. When he commits his thoughts to 
writing, it will be partly as a memorandum against tlu* ” forgetful- 
ness of his old age,” partly because such literature affords a worthy 
form of entertainment in our hours of relaxation. So we may tell 
Lysias — and we might say th(^ same thing to Horner and tlu* pt)ets, 
or to Solon and the ” composers ” of laws — that if any of tluan has 
really understood what his ” works ” can effect and what they 
cannot, and how secondary a place they hold by comparison with 
his living thought -sucli a rr.an has a claim to a vei-y different 
name from that of Xoyf)y/)a</jo? ; he is a true ” philoso|)her.” But 
if he really has nothing better to give mankind than the painfully 
elaborated phrases and clauses of his writings, he deservi's to 
be calk'd a mere poet or speech -writer or ” law-writer.” ^ The 
man ought always to be greater than his book or Txx'in or code 
(274/)-278e). 

'fhis conviction that a man’s personality ought to be greater 
than his literary ” work,” and, in particular, that the true philo- 
sojiher is a great p('rsonality whose very deepest thoughts are those 
which he cannot set down “in black and white.” was one l^lato 
iK'ld strongly and retained to the <'nd of his lik^.® It explains wliy 
li(* never attc^mpted to put in writing any of his own profoiindest 
metaphysical spc'culations. They were the fruit of a ” way of life,” 
and, to be understood, pre-supposed the living of the same life 
on the part of the recipient. To record them for tlie world at 
large would have been inen'ly to court dangerous misund('rstanding. 
k'v('n so, Carlyle, as the jest has it, wrote thirty-seven volumes to 
persuade the world that silence is golden. Naturally hv, could not 
tell us the secret of the ” golden silence.” That could only be told 
to a man with the soul of a second Carlyle, and such a man would 
discover the secret without needing to read the thirty-seven 
volumes. 

^ As wc should say, "in a hot-house." llic horti Adonidi.% were pots in 
wliich flowers were rapidly forced, to die again equally rapidly. 

® vofioypd(f)ov (278*? 2) cannot mean " writer of innsic." The word apptMrs 
to be u.sed nowliere else in literature. Here it obviously means a " code- 
maker," and the point is that if a man like Solon really exhausted all his 
wisdom in the mere excogitation of the clauses of a code of laws, so that in 
personal intercourse he merely talked his own code, as some writers are said 
to talk their own books, he deserves to be spoken of with disparage- 
inent. The word is invented to convey the same sort of depreciation as 
Xoyoypd(f>os . 

* Compare the insistence on the point in Ep. vii. 341(7-34 2a, 
where the imagery and language seem directly reminiscent of our dialogue. 
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Epilogue (278^-2790). — Has Socrates any message for his friend 
Isocrates, the younger rival of Lysias ? He can only conjecture 
what the young man s development will be, but he believes that 
Isocrates has better natural endowments and a nobler temper of 
soul than l.ysias. Probably, if he continues in his present pro> 
fession, ho will out-distance all rivals and competitors, and it may 
be that he will be led “ by a diviner impulse ” to still higher things, 
for th(Te really is a " strain of philosophy in him. 

Nothing remains now but that Socrates should take leave of 
the spot wlu.Tc he has sfX'iit his hour of siesta with a brief prayer to 
Pan and its otlic^r tutelary spirits. His prayer is that “ he may 
become f;iir in tlu. inward man, and that the outer man may be 
conformable to iho inward ; that he may regard wisdom as the 
true riches and that his wealth may be such as none but the tem- 
perate can carry.” rims the; prayer is for good of mind, body, and 
fortune', and is worde'd in a way to remind us of the Socratic estimate 
of the^ ^(^lative inij)ortance of the three. 

'J'hen^ is no real nee'd to enter into the idle questions which have 
been raistrl aliout the significance of the allusions to Isocrates. 
What is said is strictly true and appropriate to the assumed situa- 
tion. Isocrates ca rtainly had greater parts than Lysias and stood 
on a higher intellectual and moral level. He showed his superiority 
in parts by becoming the real creator of literary prose style, and his 
su])eriority in characte^r by deserting '' speech-writing for the 
foundation of a school for tlui training of the young for public life. 
MoweviT defective Plato may have thought the training he gave, 
the simple fact that it was based on a generous Pan-Hellenism, and 
that Isocrates was the recognized mouthpiece of this Pan-Hellenism 
among {ho ])nblicists of his age, fully explains Plato’s ascribing to 
Socrates the remark, quite likely enough to have been actually 
made, that there was a strain of philosopliy in the man. There 
can b('. no doubt about the historical fact of the influence of Socrates 
on Isocrates.^ As to the alleged '"feud” between Isocrates and 
Idato, of which much has been made by some modern writers, there 
is really no evick'nce for it. The frequent expressions in Isocrates’ 
writings d('preciatory of science ” and eristic ” as a propaedeutic 
for the statesman are, indeed, pretty clearly meant specially for the 
Academy, but the attempts to find sarcastic rejoinders in Plato 
to th('S(' little acerbities have not really been successful, and the 
ingi'iiuity devoted to these attempts seems to me to have been 
simj^ly wasted. After all, Plato and Isocrates had a good deal in 
common in tlieir >dews on practical politics, and tlu'y were neitht'r 
Ah'xandrian literati nor (ierman Professors. We in this country 
can quite understand how two eminent men can differ in their 

^ (In this sc'c Ihiruct. Greek Pkilo.<aghy, Part .*15-219 ; " Socratic Doctrine 
of the Soul,*’ in ProceeUinf^s oj the British Academy, 1915-16, p. 235 If. So the 
point of Isocrates’ coinincnts on the attack on Socrates by Polycrates is that 
Socrates was as absurd a theme for invective as Pusiris for eulogy. Polycrates 
showed his .silliness by denouncing a man of exemplary virtue no less than by 
eulogizing a monster (Isocr. xi. 4). 
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philosophical programmes without becoming personal enemies, 
or how the bigger man of the two can afford to take an occasional 
rap over the knuckles ” from the lesser in good })art. (No one 
supposes, for example, that Shakespeare’s ndations with Ben 
Jonson were disturbed by Ben's occasional quips.) Hence I cannot 
but agree with Professor Ihirnet in thinking that the tradition 
followed by Cicero, which represents Plato and Isocrat(\s as being 
on personally friendly terms, is likely to be the true one.^ 

In taking leave of the Phaedrus, we may note that while it 
supplements the Gorgias in its conclusions about tlu' value of 
“ style,” it modifies nothing that was said in the earlier dialogue. 
'Fhe moral cemdemnation pronounced on tlu' use of eloqiuMit spei'ch 
to pervert facts and produce false impressions n'lnains tlu^ same. 
So does the verdict that the sort of thing the proh'ssional teacIuTs 
from Tisias to Tlirasymachus profess to expound is not a scuaice but 
a mere ” trick ” or ” knack ” (and therefore cannot be convt'yed, as 
they professed to convey it, by “ lessons ”). In adding that a 
thorough knowledge of a subj(?ct-matter and a sound knowledge* of 
the psychology of the public addressed furnish a really scientific 
basis for a worthy and (dfeclive style, Plato is saying nothing incon- 
sistent with the results of the Gorgias. There is thus no sufficient 
ground for thinking that the teaching of the Phaedrus represents a 
later “ development '' from the more “ Socratic ” position of the 
Gorgias. Socrates cannot have lived in the Athens of the Archi- 
damian war and the subsequent twenty years without having had 
occasion to turn his thoughts to the problem of the value of “ rhe- 
torical ” style, and there is no reason why he should not actually 
have reached the conclusions of the Phaedrus, though naturally we 
cannot prove that he had. 

See further : 

Thompson, W. H. — Plato’s Phaedrus. 

Robin, L. — Phedre (Collection des U niversites de h'ranec, Paris, 

1933 )- 

Ritter, C. — Platon, ii. 39-^2 ; Platons Dialog Phaidros 

pp. I-28rt. 

Rakoer, it. — Platons philosophische Jinhviekeliing, 245-279. 

Natorp. — Platons Idecnlehre, ^2-Sy. 

Stewart, J. A. — Myths of Plato, 306-396 (Phaedrus Myth) ; 

Plato's Doctrine of Ideas, 62-65 and Part II. 

Dies, A. — Autoiir de IHaton II, 400-449. 

'Cicero, Orator, xiii. 42, “me autern qiii Isocratom non dilif^^unt una cum 
Socrate et Platone errarc patiantur.” Cf. Diogenes I.a,ert. III., H, where 
we arc told that the Peri])atotic Praxiphanes wrote a dialogue in which 
Isocratea figured as the guest of Idato. The theory of a rivalry lias no ancient 
tradition behind it. Tliis is the more significant that the rivalry between 
Aristotle and the school of Isocrates is quite well attested (Cicero, de Oratorc, 
iii. 35, 141, Orator, xix. 62). I should suppose that Idato’s purpose in ending 
the dialogue with a marked compliment to Isocrates is to show that it is not 
meant as a polemic against him, 
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THE TIIEAETETUS 

I T seems ]X)ssible to date the composition of the TheaeietuSi 
more precisely than that of any other Platonic dialogue. 
For the main discussi(ui is introduced by a short preliminary 
conversation between the Megarians, Euclides and Terpsion, whom 
w(‘ met in th(i Pliacdo as members of the inner Socratic circle. 
Terpsion relates that he has just met Theaetetus of Athens, who 
is being convciyed horiK} from the Athenian camp at Corinth after a 
battle, wounded and suffering severely from dysentery. The 
thought of the* loss such a man will be to the world reminds Euclides 
that Socrates had once met 'I'heaetetus, just before his own death, 
and had prophesk'd a distinguished future for the lad. Euclides 
professes to have lu‘ard all al 30 ut this from Socrates himself ; he 
was S(3 struck that Ik* at once wrote out memoranda of what Socrates 
had told him, and afterwards corrected and enlarged them with the 
help of Socrat(‘s himself. 

Sinc(* much stress is laid on the point that Theaetetus, who is 
called a distinguished “ man ” by Terpsion (1426) was a mere 
“ lad " in the year 309, it is clear that the battle from which 
riieaetetus, as the whole tone of the Prologue implies, was carried 
home to die, must fall a good whik^ later. As Dr. Eva Sachs has 
sliown,^ tlu* known c‘ngagement which best satisfies the implied 
('()ndili(»ns is that of the year 369, in which Epaminondas broke 
througli the Athenian and S}Xirtan lines on Mt. Oneion.- Mani- 
festly the dialogue was written as a tribute to the memory of 
riieaetetus, shortly after his death, which Fhiclides and Terpsion 
regard as certainly impending. This brings us to 368 or the be- 
ginning of 367 as the date of its completion. Thus, as Burnet 
points out. it must have been finished on the very eve of Plato’s 
departurt' from Athens to throw himself into his great political adven- 
ture at Syracuse, and probably with full consciousness that he was. 
for the time, about to abandon the studious life for that of affairs. 

Several ])oints in the introduction call for remark, (i) When 
Fiuclides explains that, to avoid tediousness, he has adopted the 

* In her dissertation dr Ihcactrto Athrniensi (Berlin. 10T4), which finally 
disposes of Natorp’s singular thcorj’^ that the dialogue is a juvenile work. 

“ Xenophon, Hilloiica , vii. i, 41 ; Bur^^ History of Greece, p. 6i')8. The 
engagement a]>pears to have been a trivial one, but even trivial engagements 
involve casualties I heaetetus apparcntlv owed his death more to dysentery 
than to his wounds (14.1^4 

3?c 
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directly dramatic form of narration (143&-C), wc must, of course 
understand that this is really Plato's explanation of his abandon- 
ment of the method adopted in all the great dialogues of his literary 
prime (except the Phaedrus). Henceforth, with a y^ossible excej)- 
tion for the Parmenides, we shall find him returning to the simply 
dramatic method of his earliest writings^ This is, no doubt, 
because in these later works the old interest in reproducing a living 
picture of Socrates and his contemporaries has at last yieldecl 
pretty completely to the more philosophical interest of dev(do})ing 
the subject-matter. 'Ihe Theaetetns is tlu' latest dialogue in 
which the personality of Socrates is madt' prominent. (2) d'ht? 
stress laid on the prophetic insight shown by Socrat<'S in his ('stimate 
of the lad 'I'lieaetctus s('ems unintelligible, unless W(' are to tak(‘ 
the meeting of the lad and the old pliilosopher, and the forecast 
made by the latter, as genuine historical facts. 1 he}" an* just tin* 
sort of facts which miglit j)roperly be made the most of in a work 
meant as a “ tribute ” to the memory of 'rheaedt tus. (j) Euclides’ 
account of the way in wliich he worked up his narrative*, with tlu* 
help of Socrates himself, may be a fiction, but Plato evid(‘ntl\^ 
thought it a natural fiction. We may fairly inf(T that admin'rs of 
Socrates actually took down such notes of striking conviu'sations, 
and that Plato himself may have used such records, made by liimself 
or others, as material for his Socratic dialogues. In the present 
case, by appealing to the record of Euclides he contrives to let 
us know that he was not himself actually present wIkui Socrates 
met Theaetetus, though we might otherwise have expected him to 
be there. Possibly this is explained by the illness which also kc.pi 
him away from the death-scene of the Master a few weeks later. 
(4) The introduction of Euclides and Terpsion into the narrative, 
like the preoccupation with the personality of Parmcmides and Zeno 
in the Parmenides, and the appearance of a visitor from Elea " as 
chief speaker in the two later dialogues, which are made to continue 
the conversation of the Theaetetus, shows that we have reached a 
period in Plato's life when his special interest is to define his atti- 
tude towards the Megarian developments of Eleaticism. This is 
a matter which will call for con.sideration more particularly when 
we go on to deal with the Parmenides and Sophistes. We shall 
find Plato in these dialogues taking up an attitude of decided 
hostility to the one-sided intellcctualism of the school as tending to 
pervert philosophy into a mere barren sporting with abstractions.” 
The same attitude is shown in our dialogue by the emphatic recog- 
nition of the contribution of sensation to real knowledge. By 
virtually dedicating the dialogue to his old friend Euclides, ^ 

^ On the question whether the Parmenides is earlier or later than the 
Theaetetus, sec the next chapter. In any case, they must be nearly contem- 
porary. Probably the difficulty of keeping up the indirect method in the 
Parmenides was the immediate occasion for its abandonment. 

• Euclides can hardly be a.s.sumed to have died in the interval between 369 
and 367. That would be too much of a coincidence. 
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Plato gives us to understand that his growing dissatisfaction with 
the contemporary “ Megarians ’* implies no change in his sentiments 
towards the founder of the school, an old and faithful member of 
tlu* group who had been lifelong admirers of Socrates. 

'File main conversation is dated very shortly before the famous 
trial of 39(), as we see from the concluding sentence (2I0^^), where 
Socrates (‘Xj)lains that he has to attend at the offee of the “ king,” 
to put in his answer to the indictnumt of Meletus. The parties 
prest'iit. b(‘sides Socratt‘S, are the Pythagorean geometer Theodorus, 
th(‘ lad 'rhea(*ti‘tus, liis comjxinion the younger Socrates (147^^), 
wlio is a ” mut(‘ jxTsonage,” and possibly one or two other un- 
nam(‘d lads, 'l lu' scene is an unnamed palaeslra (1446'), possibly 
tliat in the Lyceum. We learn in the course of the? dialogue that 
'I'lK'odorus coiiKis from CyreiK', and that he is a friend and admirer 
of tlie now (l(‘ceased Protagoras, though he ])rof(^sses to be strictly 
a mathcniati('iun, wholly unversed in the methods and t(‘rminology 
of conti'inporary Athenian “ philosophy ” (14^/;, 165^). That 
h(‘ belonged to the Pythagorean order is indicated by the appear- 
ance of his name in the list of Pythagoreans giv(‘n by lamblichiis 
{Vit, Pytha^, xxxvi. 267). A notice preserved by Proclus in his 
comm(‘nlary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements (Friedlein, p. 66) 
shows that JCudemus in his History of Mathematics ranked 'Lheo- 
dorus with Hii)pocrat(iS of Chios as omi of the greatest of fifth- 
century geom( 4 ('rs. Xenophon [Mem. iv. 2, 10) mentions him in 
a, way which implitjs that Socrates knew him, though this may be 
only Xenojdion’s inference from our dialogue. Theaetetus, it is 
important to remember, was a member of Plato’s Academy and one 
of the very first matlKunaticians of the fourth century. Eudemus, 
as we see from Proclus [loc. cit.), named him along with Archytas 
and Lc^odamas as oni? of the three prominent geometers of the fourth 
century. From notices in the Scholia to Euclid's Elements and 
elsewht're, we gather that he was one of the first mathematicians 
to begin the systematic study of the types of ” quadratic surd ” 
worked out to its completion in Euclid’s Tenth Book, and he is still 
more often referred to as the geometer who completed tin? theory of 
the ” regular solids,” by adding to the three known to the Pythag- 
oreans (tetralu'dron, cube, dodecahedron) the remaining two 
(octahedron, icosahedron) 

Though the dramatic power of the Theaelctus is still remarkable, 
it has features which show that we are near the j)oint at which 

1 There is a little ditliculty here. The meaning of the statement must be 
that the rifth-ceiitiiry geometers already knew the constructions for the in- 
scription of three of the ligures in the sphere : I'heaetetus added the construc- 
tions for the remaining two and thus completed the doctrine of Euclid, 
Elemi'ttts, xiii. Ihit Plato definitely attributes to the Pythagorean I'imaeus a 
knowledge of all five regular solids (and this is why these solids were known 
in antitpiity as the “ figures of Plato "). Careful reading, however, will 
show that rimaeus is never allowed to mention the inscribing of the octa- 
hedron and icosahedron in the sphere, as he does that of the tetrahedron and 
dt)decahe(lron. This seems to me confirmation of the tradition that these 
constructions were unknown in the fifth century. 
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dialogue will become a mere conventional form for what is in reality 
an essay on a set theme. The theme is propounded at tlie beginning 
of the discussion and is then pursued, except for one remarkable 
digression, owned to be such by the author himself, with a system 
and strictness we have not yet met in any of the major dialogues. 
The Socratic cross-questioning is becoming a conscious pursuit 
of the '' critical ** method, brought to bear on a single determinate 
problem. This makes tlie analysis of the dialogue unusually easy 
to follow. 


Introduction (i43cf-T5if) 

The problem to be discussed is still made to arise, in the fashion 
of the Prolagoras or Republic, ap[)areiitly almost by accidiTit. Jn 
the old way, Socrates is made to s])eak of his interest in the young 
and to ask 'Fheodorus whether any of the lads of Atluais havt^ 
struck him as showing remarkable ])romise. 'riieodorus says that 
there is one whose remarkable' combination of cpiick inti'lligeiict', 
perseverance, and modesty allord grounds for lioj'jiiig very gn'at 
things of him, Theaetetus. It is curious that this remarkable 
boy has a quaint physical resemblance to Socrates himself. This 
gives Socrates his opening. He calls Theaetetus out of the group 
of lads who are anointing themselves after their exercises and 
begins a conversation with him. Theodorus, he says, has just made 
a remark about our facial resemblance. As Theodorus is not a 
portrait-painter, such a remark from him is not very important. 
But as he is an eminent man of science, his opinion about our 
mental endowments carries weight. Hence Socrates would be 
glad to discover whether the lad's mental gifts really beeir out the 
very high commendation they have just received. He will put 
this to the test by asking a question. Theaetetus is learning geo- 
metry and other things from Theodorus. Now to learn means to 
be acquiring knowledge. But what exactly is knowledge ? Can 
Theaetetus offer any answer to this question, one which has often 
perplexed Socrates himself ? The lad begins, as Plato so often 
makes an interlocutor do, by an enumeration. Geometry and the 
other things taught by Theodorus are knowledge ; so is shoe- 
making or carpentry. 

Of course, as Socrates points out, this is no answer to the 
question. To answer the question what knowledge is by saying 
that shoemaking is knowledge only amounts to saying that knowing 
how to make shoes is knowledge. Knowing how to make furniture 
is also knowledge. Our problem is to say what we mc^an by the 
knowing ” which appears as a “ determinable in both the.se 
statements. Theaetetus .seizes the point at once, .since it makes the 
problem under consideration the same in type with a mathematical 
one which he and the younger Socrates have just solved. That 
problem was to find a common formula for what we call, in our 
modern terminology, quadratic surds,” or ” irrational square 
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roots/’ As stated by Theaetetus, the question is treated, exactly 
as it is in Euclid, as one about “ lines [yga^ifiat). You cannot 
construct a straight line commensurable with your unit of length, 
such that the square upon it is 3 or 5 or 7 or ii or 13 or 17 times tht*, 
area of the square on the unit line. But you can devise a general 
formula for all these cases as follows. We may divide the integers 
into two classes ; those which are the product of two equal factors 
(4, 9, 16, etc.), and those which are not {e.g, 6, 8). We may then call 
the first class “ square ” and the second “ oblong numbers. This 
(*nables us to make a corn.:lated division of all terminated straight 
lines. If the area of the square described on such a straight line 
can hi) re])resent(Hl, in terms of the area of the square on a unit 
line by a number wliich is the product of two equal factors, we 
('all th(‘ lin(‘ in fiuestion a hmgth ’* (/xf/^os) ; if this area is repre- 
s(‘nt(‘d by a number which is not the product of two equal factors, 
W(‘ cidl tile corresponding line a power.'' Lines of the first class 
are all ('.ommeiisurable with one another, since they are all 
“ measured ” by our standard unit of length ; lines of the second 
('lass have no common m(!asure, but the areas of the squares on 
them have (e.g. and ^/5 have no common measure, but an area 
of ] square* feet and one of 5 square feed have one, namely, the 
s(|uare on a liiu* 1 foot long). This is why the lines of the .second 
class an* called “ powers " ; they are not themselves commensurable 
with one an()th(*r but their “ second powers " are commensurable.^ 
Thus, since ('very terminated straight line undcT consideration 
behmgs to one and only one of these two cla.sses, 'i'heaetetus has 
succ(*('d(*d, by the use of dichotomy, in strictly di’fining the class 
which we should call " quadratic surds " (148^). 

Socrates is delighted with this achievement, and only wishes 
rh(*aet(*tus to apply the same ability to determining the class of 
“ scienct's ” or " knowledges,” by bringing them all under one common 
determinable (i4Sf/). rheaetetus is eager to solve the problem, 
but does not fei*! (‘qual to the task, tliough he cannot persuade 
himself to let it drop from his mind. This shows that Tlieaetetus 
is ” pn*gnant ” with a thought which he cannot .successfully bring 
to the birth. Now Socrates, like his mother, practises the obstetric 
art, not, like her, on the b(xlies of womi*n, but on the souls of men. 
He has no spiritual offspring of his own to bear, as midwives are 
no longer fruitful when they enter on their profe.ssion.‘*^ But he 
has great skill in assisting at the birth of a younger man s thoughts, 
and in discerning whether they are healthy and well formed or 

* The use of the word dvm/nis in this sense of “ quadratic surd ” was 
presumably an experiment in langiia^^e which did not perpetuate itself. The 
name for tlie “ quadratic surds ” which t)ccame technical in the Academy and 
has passed thence into luiclid and later mathematics generally, is evSeTai 
dvvd/j.€i (rv/jLfi€Tpoi, straight lines whose squares have a common measure (Kucl. 
filcments, x. Def. },). 

* Note that it is implied in the comparison that Socrates had not always 
been spiritually “ past procreation,” any more than his own mother had always 
been barren. 
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sickly and misshapen. This discernment is tlie more necessary 
that the offspring of the mind, unlike that of the body, are some- 
times mere fantastic “ ghosts " (etSwAa) of thoughts.^ Socrates 
is like his mother in another respect. Midwives are excellent 
match-makers, since their professional skill makes them good 
judges of the physical suitability of a couple to one another. So 
Socrates has often judged shrewdly that some of the young inc'n 
who have frequented his company are not really “ pregnant ” 
with thoughts at present, and in such cases he has found mates for 
them in whose society they hav(‘ ceased to be barren, such as 
Prodicus.- He has now an occasion for the practic(‘ of his gift. 
He will help Theaetetus' spiritual first-born into the world, and 
then we will try it, to see whether it is a genuine thought or a mere 
“ changeling I4qe-j^jd). 


First Definition of Knowledge (i5ic-i86e) 

Knowledge and Sensation : The Theory stated (151c-' 
i6od). — With this encouragement Theaetetus attempts a first 
definition. A man who knows a thing “ perceives ” tlie thing he 
knows (as our own proverb says, “ seeing is believing '’). So we 
may say, as a first suggestion, that “ knowledge (cTrurryj/^?/) is just 
perception *’ (aurOyo-is) This would seem to be only anotluT 
way of .saying what Protagoras expressed by the formula that 
“ man is the measure.** Theaetetus, who has often r(‘ad Protagoras 
(T^ 2 a), agrees with Socrates that Protagoras m(‘ant by this that 
“ what appears to me, is to me ; what appears to you, is to you.” 
In fact, ” I perceive this **=” this appears to me this is so 
to me ** (152/;). ” Sense ** (airr^T/fris) is thus always a]q)rehension 

^ 'J'he .suggestion is that if- - as is not tlie case — a woman sonietiines g.tve 
birth to a real child and sometimes to a “ changeling," the midwife’s t.isk 
would become even more responsible than it is. She would have to decide 
in a given case whether the olfspring should be cast away. 1 he passage lends 
no support to the erroneous popular theory of infanticide as a feature t)f 
Athenian life. 

* ITie transparent irony of this passage has actually been mi.ssed by some 
of the zealots for the " sophists." It is the minds which Socratt s judges to 
be barren, the persons on whom his own endeavours would be thrown away, 
i.e. the second-rate, whom he hands over to Prodicus and his likes. U hat the 
conception of the obstetrics of the soul is a genuine Socratic fancy is shown 
by the allusion in Aristophanes' Clouds, 137 ff. 

* I render in this statement by " perception," rather than by 

“ sensation," since it is not clear to me that Theaetetus is at first using the 
word with the specific meaning of discernment by sense. Until Socrates leads 
him to make his statement more precise, he seems to me to be emph)ying 
ai<rBa.v(:o0aL, in the fashion of the pre-Socratics. for direct apyirehension of any 
kind, whether sensuous or not. What a man is directly apprehending he is 
sure of (^TTiVraTat). For this sense of (vlaraaOai cl. Heraclit. FT. 35 (Py- 
water), tovtov iTricrravTai TrXfttrra €l5ivai, " they feel sure he — sc. Mesiod — 
was so wise.” That aiffOrjais is meant at first to include all immediate 
conviction is shown by the introduction of the argument about numerical 
propositions, 154c ff. 
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of something which is {tov okto?), and is infallible, and therefore is 
the same thing as certain knowledge (tVto-rri/Ar;) (152c). 

We should note very carefully exactly what is the theory here 
ascribed to Protagoras. (That the interpretation of his dictum 
is the correct interi)retation, or at least that stipposed by his readers 
at large to be correct, is clear, since it is assumed that all the parties 
to the conversation are quite familiar with the context of the saying, 
and not one of them suggests that there can be any mistake about 
its meaning.) 'I'Ik* view Plato ascribes to Protagoras is not “ sub- 
jrctivism.’' It is not suggested that “ what apj)ears to me is a 
“ iiu ntal modification of myself. The theory is strictly realistic ; 
it is assuiiKid that “ what appears to iiu* ** is never a “ mere appear- 
ance,” but always ” that which is,” ” reality.” But Protagoras 
denies that there is a common real world whicli can be known by two 
perci})U‘nls. Regality itself is individual in the sense; that I live in 
a privatt; world known only to me, you in another jirivate world 
known only to you. idius if 1 say tlie wind is unpleasantly hot 
and you tliat it is disagreeably chilly, we both speak the truth, 
for (;ach of us is speaking of a ” real ” wind, but of a ” real ” wind 
which biilongs to tliat private world to which he, and only he, 
has access. No two of these private worlds have a single con- 
stituent in common, and that is precisely why it can be held that 
each of us is infallibk; about his own private world. Protagoras 
is not denying the genuine ” objectivity ” of each man's private 
world ; his equation of ” appears to me ” with ” is, is real, to me ” 
is meant to insist on this objectivity. But he denies the reality 
of the ” common environment ” presupposed by ” intra-subjective 
int(;rcourse.” His thesis is strictly metaphysical, not psychological. 

But now, how if Protagoras really meant something more 
elaborate than this, and explained his meaning more fully to his 
inlimat(‘S ” in secret,” though he gave the world at large only 
this one hint of it ? There is a ” far from contemptible ” (ov (fiavXoq) 
vit‘w wliich we might regard as implied by the Protagorean dictum, 
and it is as follows.^ All truth is strictly relative. Nothing, e.g., 
is big or hot ” absolutely,” but only ” big ” or ” hot ” relatively 
to some standard of comparison. If you selected your standard 
differently, the same thing could trul}^ be said to be ” small ” or 
'* cold,” relativel}^ to the new standard. This applies even to 
existential propositions. You cannot say absolutely “ this is,*' 
any more than you can say ” this is so.” You can only say ” this 
is, is real ” relatively to .something else. For the very word ” is ” 
is a misnomer. The things we speak of as ” existing ” are really 
t'vents which ” Jiafypen ” as a consequence of movements ; move- 
ment is the only thing which is ultimately real in the universe, as 

^ rheaet. i^ic~d. Since Socrates suf^gests that this doctrine was only told 
l)V Protagonis to his followers “in a mystery," sub sigillo (i%‘ diroppi^Tip) , 
clearly nothing of the kind can have been found in his book. The suggestion 
is that if you tliink out all that is really implied in the Homo mensura formula, 
you will be led to the metaphysical theory now to be expounded. 
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all the “wise/' with the solitary exception of Parmenides, seem to 
have held from time immemorial. All life, bodily or mental, is 
movement and activity ; cessation of movement is lethargy, 
stagnation, death . Now apply this to the case of 

anything we perceive by sense, e.g. a wliite expanse. We must not 
say tliat the white we see is “ in “ a body outside our own. nor yet 
that it is “ in “ our own eye. It is not anywhere. I'lu^ truth is 
that what we call our “ eye “ and what we call the “ outside world “ 
are simply two sets of motions. When tlu'y come into contact 
and interfere with one another, something “lia]^pens" (ytyrerui) 
momentarily as a consequence of this interference, and this some- 
thing is the colour, which is thus neither “ within “ us nor “ with- 
out “ us, but is just the j()int product of tieu.) factors, the system of 
motions which are outsider the organism and the systt in of motions 
which are the eye ^ (153c). This explains at once wliy (‘ach of us 
lives in a strictly private world. Any change in (*ilher of tlu' causal 
factors, the “ motions “ in the larger world and the “ motions “ in 
th(‘ organism, may affect their joint product, and tlu'refore a man 
and a dog will not see the same colours, nor a man in health the 
same colours as a man out of health. If the perce ived quality, 
“ hot," "white," or what not, were simply an affection of " that 
by wliich we measure or apprehend," i.e, of our own organism or 
" sensibility," it ought not to be modified by changes in anything 
else (as, in fact, it is by, e.g., variations in illumination) ; ^ if it were 
simply a character of " that which is measured or apprehended " 
(the external object), it should similarly be unaffectc'd by changes 
internal to the organism (but, in fact, it is affected by them), 
file facts thus show that the perceived world is a function of two 
variables, my special organism and its environment ; hence it is 
necessarily a " private " world (154^). 

Before we can judge such a theory on its merits we need a further 
clarification of our thoughts. On the " private-w'orld " theory, 
six dice will not only " appear " but " be " at onc(^ " many " and 
" few " : " many," if a group of four is my standard of comparison, 
" few ” if my standard is a dozen. Reflection on such cases leads 
us irresistibly to make three aflirmations which setmi to be self- 
evident and yet not all mutually compatible : (i) nothing can 
become greater in bulk or number except by being augmented 

^ We shall see later on that this is not a complete account of the matter. 
"J'he “product” of the two motions is itself a motion, and this iriotion has two 
aspects. The “ seeing eye ” is as much a momentary event as the seen colour. 
As to the terminology of 15 ;^^, the active motion ( t 6 irpoapdWov) must be 
conceived as that of the eye's own “visual ray” issuing out of the eyeball; 
the passive {t 6 Trpocr(ia\\6fi€i'ou) is wliat we commonly call the “ external ” object 
on which this supposed visual ray impinges. We should think more naturally 
of reflected light striking on the retina as tlie irpoaf-idWov , but Plato always 
presupposes the Empedocleari conception of seeing as eliccted by a “search- 
light ” thrown out by the eye into the world around us. 

* In rd 7rapap,frpov/ievop is simply a paraphrase for atadTjem. Socrates 

inserts the Tapap.tr povp.evov simply to echo the curious use of the word fUrpof 
in the formula of Protagoras. 
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(aviyjOa ') ; (2) that to which nothing has been added and from 
which nothing has been subtracted has been neither augmented nor 
diminished ; (3) what once was not but now is must have “ come to 
be " in the interval {i.e. there has been a transitional process of 
“ coming into being,” 

Yet the case of the dice, or tlu^ case in which Socrates is one 
year taller than Tlieaetctus but the next shorter, seems to create a 
difficulty. In this last case, Theac'tetus has grown, but Socrates 
has neither grown nor shrunk. He is now, what he was not last 
year, ” shortiT,” and yet there has been no process of ” coming 
to be shorter.” How are we to explain the paradox? We cannot 
explain it at all to a corport'alist who denies the reality of acts and 
processes and tli(‘ invisible generally. Jhit it might be explained 
by the theory of certain more refined (ko/xi/aot€/)oi) persons, whose 
secret Socrates offers to disclose (156^?). Their theory is this. 
As has been already suggested, the only reality is motion. There 
are two types of motion, the activ^e and the passive, 'fhe mutual 
friction or inU‘rferenc(‘ of an active and a passive motion 

r(‘gularly gives rise to a henn product, ” sense ” + ” sensible 
quality,” and neither of these is ever to be found without its ” twin.” 
.'\nd this twin product is itself, again, a pair of movements, though 
of movements more rapid than those which gave rise to it. 'fhus, 
to apply the theory to the case of vision, you have first two ” slower ” 
causative ” movements ” (the ” active ” movement here is supposed 
to be the ” eviait ” which is the visual apparatus, the ” passive ” 
is tile event we call the environment) ; when there is an “ inter- 
fenaice ” of these two motions, in that very process there emerge 
two correlat(‘(l ” quicker ” movements, neither of which ever exists 
without the other,^’ ” vision in act ” and ” st‘en colour.” Thus the 
couple ” sc'cing eye ” and ” colour S(‘en ” are themsHves a dual 
more, "rapid ” event produced as an effect by the mutual inter- 
ference of the two " slower ” causal moviunents. It follows that 
all predication is strictly relative. The " causal ” motions them- 
selves are strictly relative to one another, each is " active ” or 
” passive ” only in relation to its corn'late ; and similarly in the 
” effect.” the seen colour is seen only by this " seeing eye,” and this 
" seeing eye ” sees only this colour. " Being ” is thus a strictly 
relative term. To speak accurately, we ought never to say “a; is,” 
but ” a: is, relatively to y ” ; if we omit tlu* qualification, it is only 
because of an inveterate linguistic bad habit. Socrates does not 

‘ Note that we have here in outline the fimdaniental thoup^ht of the 
Aristotelian doctrine about " generation ” and “ corruption." The dirof^Lai 
connected witli the ])roblem are one of the topics of the Parmcnide'^ ( i .55C-157/'/). 

* I'hus the theory is closely analogoiKS to Aristotle’s do^ trine that in actual 
perception the aU 0 T}(n% and the aitTlhjTdv are. while the perception lasts, one and 
the same. Ihc important difference is that in the account given here, both 
the aiffOrjrdv and the aia 0 av 6 ii€vov only exist actually during the process of per- 
ception ; apart from the process, " eye " and " colour " only are " potenti- 
ally.” On Aristotle’s theory, this is true of the " seeing eye," but not of the 
seen colour. 
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commit himself to this theory of “absolute becoming,” any more 
than to any other, but he has stated it because we cannot dispose 
of the assertion that “ is *' = “ appears to me” without deciding 
this still more fundamental question (i5S<f). 

We note that the difference between the l^rotagoreaii formula 
and the doctrine now given as that of ccTtain unnanK'd ” fine 
wits ” is that the first is a piece of “ epistemology,” the second is 
ontology, and professes to give the grounds for the individualistic 
or ” solipsist ’ epistemology. The proposition that ?Jiy perceived 
world only exists for me, and that it is meaningless to ask wlu'ther 
your “ world ” and “ mine ” can contain one and the same object, 
is only one special consequence of the much more far-reaching 
doctrine that “ is ” itself has no meaning unless one adds the quali- 
fication “ relatively to.” It is now being asserted not meu'ly that 
perceived qualities only exist “ for ” the percipient who is awnre of 
them, and he is only “ percipient ” of just these qualities, but that 
the correlated active and passive “ slower ” movements, thing and 
environment, only are relatively to one another, ('i'hus, e.g., 
the statement that a particle A exists would actually mean that A 
interacts in a certain way with B and C, and so on for B and C 
themselves.) This is why the doctrine described here cannot be 
disposed of in the summary way in which Mr. Bradley has disjiosed 
of the “ phenomenalism ” of many modern scientific mi'n in 
Appearance and Reality, 'fhe persons of whom Mr. Bradley is 
thinking have really not got behind the restricted doctrine of the 
” relativity ” of perceived quality to percipient. At the back of 
their minds there is still the notion that both percipient and per- 
ceived quality are effects of something which, though not itself 
perceived, is, or is real in an absolute sense, and thus they are 
easily convicted of inconsistency with themselves. But the theory 
we are now dealing with asserts that the “ slower motions,” assumed 
by the victims of Mr. Bradley's dialectic to be simply “ real,” arc^ 
themselves purely relative, each such “ active ” motion being relative 
to a specific ” passive ” motion and vice versa. It is thus not 
open to the criticism that it regards anything whatever, per- 
ceptible or imperceptible, as simply real ; “ this is real ” is, on this 
view, always an incomplete statement which, as it stands, is strictly 
devoid of significance. 

It is not clear from what quarter Socrates is suppo.sed to hav(^ 
learned the theory. He is clearly not inventing it, since he repre- 
sents it as the “ secret ” of certain refined wits. Nor do I think 
it likely that Plato has devised the whole thing for himself simply 
as a metaphysic wliich might be urged, and in fact would have to 
be urged, by a far-seeing defender of the Protagorean formula. 
The insistence on motion as the only reality at once suggests a 
Heraclitean influence, and the elaborate kinematic working out of 
the thought further suggests that the Kofiij/oi of whom Socrates is 
thinking are persons with a strong mathematical interest. If we 
had more information than we have about the curious blend of 



880 PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

Heracliteanisin and Pythagorean mathematics represented in our 
tradition by tlie stories told of the mysterious Hippasus, we might 
be able to say something more definite. From Plato's own point 
of view, the theory would be perfectly acceptable as an account of 
“ pure sensation ; but we must remember that, as it is part of the 
object of the dialogue to show, no piece of knowledge, not even the 
crudest statement about present fact, ever is a mere deliverance of 
sensation. 

With this general metaphysical theory as a presupposition, we 
could now dispose of the superficial objection to Protagoras that 
some “ appearances " — those of dreams, delirium, fever — are 
deceptive. The world of the sleeper or the fever-patient is as real 
to him, while his dream or fever lasts, as the world of the man awake 
and in health is to him. And it is not true to say that there is any 
conflict between the way in which the world appears to one and the 
same percipient, according as he is awake or asleep, ill or well. 
On the theory, the ‘‘ twin-product,'' sensation -|- sensed quality 
is a function of the complex, organism + environment. But it is 
an immediate consequence that, since a sleeping or delirious 
organism is different from a waking or healthy organism, the result 
of interaction with environment must be different. Socrates asleep 
is different from Socrates awake in important organic respects, and, 
(m the theory we are considering there is no “ self " or “ percipient ” 
but the organism as it is at the moment. Thus the sensa of Socrates 
asleep are real relatively to Socrates asleep, exactly as those of 
Socrates awake are real relatively to Socrates awake, and it would 
be abandoning the whole theory of the Telativity of “ being " to 
judge of the reality of the sensa of Socrates asleep by reference to 
those of Socrates awake (157^-1 6oc). The sensa of any percipient 
organism at any moment are relative to the state of that organism 
at that nioment, and to nothing else, just as that organism at that 
moment is relative to those sensa and to nothing else. (The esse 
of the organism at the moment t, we may say, is to perceive the 
sensa it perceives at that moment ; the esse of those sensa is to be 
perceived by it at that moment ; neither organism nor sensa have 
any further reality.) Consequently the “ world " of any percipient 
at any moment is private to that percipient and that moment. 
“ My perception is inerrant, for it is relative to my world (e/xr; oiVta) 
at that moment." ^ Thus the theory we have stated justifies the 
Heracliteans in saying that all is motion, Protagoras in saying that 
" man " is the measure," and Theaetetus in saying that sense is 
knowledge (i^od-e), 

^ 16OC, aXrjOTis dpa ip.oi ip}) aterdrjins — ydp ovaias del cotlv, where note 
{a) that dd means not " always ” but “ at each moment," " at a given moment." 
and {b) that ^ ovala does not mean " my own being," as though the thought 
were that what [ perceive is a " subjective " ndOos or state of my own body 
or mind, but " the reality which is mine," a real world of objects which is my 
own private world. The crux of the whole theory is that it is an attempt to 
insist at once on the objectivity of the world 1 perceive and on its purely private 
character. 
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The Theory Examined. — First Criticism (i6oe-i65ij). — The 
thought of which Theaetetus was in labour has now been fairly 
brought into the world, Our next task is to consider whether 
it is a genuine piece of thinking or only a “ changeling.*’ To give 
the lad breathing-time for recollection, Iheodoriis partially takes 
his place as respondent while Socrates raises a number of critical 
doubts, {a) How does Protagoras justify his selection of man in 
particular as the “ measure ” ? The theory would equally warrant 
the statement that any creature — a pig, a baboon, or a tadpole — is 
die “ measure,** provided only that it is sentient, (h) If each of 
us is the “ measure ** of reality and unreality in his own world, 
where has Protagoras any advantage over his pupils ? How can he 
claim to correct a pupil’s views about the reality of a world which, 
on the theory, is private to the pupil and relative to the pupil as its 
“ measure ” ? (The very attempt implies, contrary to the theory, 
that there is a “ world ** of some kind common to Protagoras and 
the pupil, and that Protagoras is a better measure ** of it than the 
other.) Was the professional career of Protagoras a prolonged 
practical joke ? Protagoras might, however, fairly say that this 
sort of “ criticism ** is mere caricature.^ We must examine th(‘. 
proposed identification of sense-perception with knowledge in dead 
earnest. So we go on to ask (c) whether wiicn we hear foreigncTs 
speaking their own language we also know “ what they are saying,” 
or whetlier when a person who cannot read sees a written page he 
knows what is written on it. The only possible answer is that in 
such a case one does know what one actually hears or sees, the 
pitch of the syllables or the shape and colour of the letters, but one 
does not know the meaning of the foreign vocables or the WTitten 
words. (Thus the formula knowing = perceiving by the senses 
will not cover the case of knowing the meaning of such symbols ; 
their meaning can neither be heard nor seen.) [d) Suppose a 
man has seen something and then shuts his eyes, but still remembers 
what he saw. He no longer sees it, but can we say that he does not 
know what he has seen and still remembers ? There is real point 
in these questions, but we must take care not to '' crow '* over 
Protagoras and his theory prematurely. If he were alive, he would 
probably have known how to make a telling rejoinder to such cavils. 
As he is dead and has no one to represent him, wo must try to act 
as his advocates ourselves, and to plead the cause as effectively as 
we can (i64c-i65rt).2 If we arc to press mere verbal points, any 

* Theaet. iCrzd-c. This might be, but need not be, a Iiint that there had been 
attempts to discredit the formula of I'rotagoras by caricatures of this kind. 
But 1 think it very rash to indulge in conjectures about Antisthenes — to whom 
I can discover no certain allusions in Plato — as the author of the arguments. 
The dvTiXoyiKol were a fairly numerous class, and we may suppose that many of 
them exercised their wit on so tempting a theme. Protagoras would have an 
easy retort to the first of the four objections. A tadpole is quite a good 
“ measure ** of the ** world ** with which the tadpole has to concern itself. 

*The personification of the discourse " of Protagoras as an “ orphan ” 
whose natural guardians are neglecting their duties lends no colour to the silly 
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.IrrtAoyiKo? could quite easily make nian\’ more /onnidabJe thai^ 
those we have made ourselves, without (*ver coming to close quarters 
with Protagoras’ real thought. 

SocKATJis’ Proposed Defence oe Protagoras (ib6a-i68c). 
Protagoras iniglit fairly say that he would not have been affected 
by the question about memory which puzzli'd a lad like Theaetetus. 
He would have exposed the absurdity of talking about memory as 
if it meant the persistence of the state of the organism in which 
it was at the moment of stimulation. He would have insisted on 
the point that, according to his theory, each of us is not one per- 
cipient but a different percipient with every change in the state of 
his organism. And he would have urged that it is for his opponent to 
refute him directly by proving cither that a man*s “ senses " (ato-^T^o-cts) 
are not private to himself, or, alternatively, that, granting this position, 
the sense-object which “ appears ” or is need not be private.^ 

Meanwhile, the thesis of Protagoras remains untouched. Each 
p(Tcipient has his own strictly personal and private world ; it is 
not merely his “ apparent world, but a real, though private, 
world. And yet there is a difference between the wise man and his 
neighbours, a practical difh'rence. The wise man is one who 
can influence another so that the other man’s private world, which 
appears and really is bad, is made to appear and be good {ibbd). 
Thus the abnormal perceptions of the diseased organism are as 
much a disclosure of reality as the normal perceptions of the healthy, 
'the physician does not attempt to argue the patient into den3dng 
their reality. He subjects the patient to a regimen which brings 
his perceptions into accord with those of his fellow-men, and thus 
mak(‘s them ** wholesome ” or '' useful,” whereas they were, before 
treatment, dangerous and unwhole.some. So the ” sophist,” who is 
the physician of the soul, aims not at giving a pupil ” truer views ” 
— that would be impossible, if the pupil is the ” measure ” of his 
own real world — but at giving him ” better ” and more wholesome 
views of life (i66d-i6yc). The defence made by Socrates for Protag- 
oras thus amounts to crediting him with a ” pragmatist ” view. 
Any one belief, actually held, is as ” true ” as any other, but some 
sensations and some ways of thinking are ” better,” that is, ” more 
useful in practice ” than others. It is implied, though not actually 
said, that the “ useful ” way of perceiving and thinking is that 

legend about the prosecution of Protagoras and the destruction of his book. 
Socrates is merely jesting over the reluctance of 'J heodorus to commit him- 
self to a "non-professional'’ controversy. Theodorus is called the natural 
guardian of the orphan simply because he professes to be an old friend and 
admirer of its author, 'rhe image, of course, imjdies that the book of Protag- 
oras had not been destroyed, but had survived its " father." Only, no one 
will venture on an " official " defence of it. 

1 Theaet. 1660. In this alternative, the first position, that each man's 
aiaOriffeis are “ private," cannot be contested. I see with my own eyes, and no 
otlier man can ace with them, any more than I can see with hi.s eyes. 'I'hus 
the issue between realism and " absolute phenomenalism " is rightly made to 
be just whether two men, each using his own private senses, can perceive au 
object which is " common ” to both of them. 
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which agrees with the perception and thought of your ** social en- 
vironment/’ since it is only such agreement which makes concerted 
action possible. To be gravely “ eccentric " in your perceptions or 
your moral convictions puts you into the class of the insane and 
makes practical co-oi)eration with your neighbours impossible. The 
root of the matter is that, though tlie notion of a “ common ” natural 
or moral world is, strictly speaking, a fiction, it is a fiction which is 
necessary to life. The practical urgencies of life require that my 
private world and your private world should not be very dissimilar. 
If they arc sufficiently alike, by a useful fiction we can act “ as if ” 
we had a common world ; where the divergence is too great to 
admit of this fiction, when I call black what you call white, one of 
us needs a physician for the body or the soul. Ry alt (Ting the 
state of the percipient, the physician, according to the Protagorean 
theory itself, necessarily also alters the cViaracter of his “ 'world.” 

Since Socrates offers this interpretation as a substitute for an 
“ official ” exegesis, it is clear that it cannot have been given by 
Protagoras himself ; since it is welcomed by Protagoras’ old ad- 
mirer Theodorus, we may infer that it is offered as a fair and honest 
att('m])t to explain wliat Protagoras meant, on the assumption that 
he was a man of intelligence and that his doctrine was intended to 
be compatible with his claims for himself as a practical teacher. 
So far as 1 can see, it is not only offered in good faith, but is about 
the best defence which can be made for the view that the ” common ” 
world is strictly the creation of the ” intersub jective intercourse ” 
on which all practical co-operation depends. Against modern 
statements of pragmatism it has the advantage that it does not 
attempt the task of equating ” true ” with ” practically useful ” ; 
it simply sets aside the distinction between ” true ” and ” false ” 
as irrelevant to human lih^, and replaces it by the obviousl}^ relevant 
distinction between “useful” and “harmful.” Our attention 
is thus concentrated on the fundamental question whether the 
abolition of the distinction of true from false really leaves this all- 
important practical distinction between useful and harmful stand- 
ing or not. This ultimate issue is so serious that we cannot allow 
the case for the pragmatist to be prejudiced by being left to the 
championship of a boy, even if he is, like Theaetetus, a boy of 
genius ; Theodorus must take the defence on himself (168^-1696;).^ 

^ It may be advisa.ble to warn some readers again against the really wanton 
attempt to find a hidden attack on Antisthenes in the pleasantries interchanged 
between Socrates and Theodorus at 1696. Theodorus compares Socrates with 
Antaeus, who comjjelled every one to wrestle with him, merely because 
Socrates is so insistent on dragging Theodorus himself into a philosophical 
argument he would rather decline. This leads naturally to the mention of 
Heracles as the person who finally vanquished Antaeus. It is needless to 
look for any more recondite reason for the allusion. And it is still more 
needless to suppose that when Socrates speaks of the numerous Heracloses 
with whom he has had stiff " bouts," he is thinking of his own friend and 
cornjjanion. It is to be hoped that we shall hear less in the future of the im- 
aginary “ feud " of Plato with Antisthenes since Wilamowitz has uttered hig 
timely protest against this 4 n(isthm^s-l.e§ende^ 
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Second Examination of the Protagorean Thesis 
172c, 176C-1796). — ^The task now before us is to examine the ** prag- 
matist philosophy on its own merits. The examination falls 
into two sections, between which the famous panegyric on the life 
of devotion to useless science ” is inserted, admittedly as a 
digression. It strikes us at once, as a common experience, that 
every one knows there are some things about which he thinks him- 
self wiser than others and other things about which he thinks 
others wiser than himself (170^-6). Every one admits that there 
are things about which he is ignorant and incompetent and needs to 
be taught or directed. And by “ wisdom and “ ignorance '' men 
suppose themselves to mean true and false belief (8o^a) respec- 
tively. According to the thesis of Protagoras, this belief that some 
of my beliefs are true and others false, being one of my beliefs, 
must be true. It must be true, since it is a belief, that there are 
things of which a given man is not the measure.'' This is a direct 
consequence of Protagoras’ own principle, and yet it contradicts 
that ])rinciple. And the worst of it is that if there is one point on 
which every one, even those who would most readily concede that 
any one man’s sensations are just as veridical as any other’s, 
is agreed, it is that when you come to the question what is whole- 
some or hurtful, each of us is not equally the measure " for him- 
self. That is just why wc need the expert physician (171^?). So 
in moral matters, even those who hold that there is no common 
standard of right and wrong, but that right ” means simply for 
any community what that community agrees in approving, never 
think that “ expediency " is a purely relative matter. No one 
holds that the expedient is what a given community thinks ex- 
pedient, though many persons hold that right is just whatever the 
community happens to think right. Every one holds that there is 
a common standard of expediency (172^^). I'hese considerations 
are meant to lead up to the conclusion that the plausible ** prag- 
matist " substitution of the useful " for the " true " as the 
criterion of value in beliefs fails at its central point. It refutes 
itself by presupposing that the value of the belief “ this is useful " 
itself must be estimated by reference to a standard of '* truth." 
" It is true that this practice is aseful " cannot simply mean "it is 
useful to believe that this practice is useful." The full develop- 
ment of the thought is postponed for a moment by the introduction 
of the eulogy of the contemplative life. 

Digression. — The Contemplative Life (172C-176C). — How far 
the pragmatist criterion is from being self-evident or universally 
accepted wc may see by contrasting the whole attitude towards 
life of the philosopher or true man of science with that of the " man 
of affairs," and the man of law. The former is free where the latter 
is a slave, ^ as we can see by comparing the style of their " discourses." 

^ Theaet. i J2d. The distinctive mark of the “ free man *' is that all his time 
is (txoXtJ, " leisure,’" free time,” his own time.” The ” life of business ” is 
not ” free ” because in business a man’s time is not ” his own ” ; it is engrossed 
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The one can follow up his thoughts wherever they lead ; time is no 
object to him, and the length of an argument no obstacle, so long as 
it leads him to the “ reality/' The other has to plead with a time- 
limit and under a double control. He must speak “ to his brief 
his opponent will take care of that — and he must adapt himself to 
the prejudices of his ‘‘lord and master,'* the court, or he may have 
to pay dear for it, and thus cannot afford to have a single-minded 
eye to simple tnith. The other is free, as we are at this moment, 
to follow up any line of thought which seems promising ; he is the 
master, not the slave, of his “ case." Hence the violent contrast 
between the whole characters of the typical thinker and the typical 
‘‘ practical man." The former, in an extreme case, barely knows 
where the law-courts and places of public assembly are, or what is 
being done in them; he belongs to no political "club," and cares 
as little about the social as about the serious side of such institu- 
tions. He knows nothing of the current political and social gossip, 
and is not even alive to his own deficiency. You might say that, 
while his body is here in Athens, his mind freely roams over the 
universe as its domain. When he is dragged down into the world 
of petty local affairs, proceeded against in the courts for example, 
he is lost in such a strange situation, and the practical man sets 
him down as an absent-minded fool. He cannot make a telling 
invective because he is quite unaware of the personal scandals 
which furnish the appropriate matter. He is equally ineffective 
in eulogy, since the topics of the ordinary eulogy, the subject s 
illustrious descent and splendid wealth, are unimpressive to him. 
The biggest estate seems a little thing to one who is accustomed to 
think in terms of the spaces of astronomy, and the finest pedigree 
laughable to one who knows how many kings and how many beggars 
there must be in every genealogy, if we could only trace it back 
through unrecorded generations. Hence the popular contempt ol 
him as a man who is so wrapt up in his star-gazing that he cannot 
see what is under his nose. 

But from the philosopher s point of view, the brilliant practical 
man is equally absurd. Take him away from the field of small 
personal concerns and set him to think about the ultimate issues of 
life, what are right and wrong, what are human happiness and 
misery, and how is the one to be found and the other shunned — in a 
word, take him out of the realm of the temporal into the eternal, 
and he is helpless in ‘‘ discourse," for all his forensic ‘‘ acumen." 

This conflict between opposing standards of valuation is inherent 
in " mortality," and that is the very reason why the man who 
means to be happy must make it his supreme aim to ‘‘ escape " 
from mortality. The only way of escape is " to become assimilated 

by the demands of those whom he serves — his customers, patrons, clients, “ the 
public/' The thought reappears in Aristotle's Ethics and Politics, where 
the best life for man is identified with the " noble use of leisure," and the 
standard in education is made fitness to prepare the recipient to make this 
right use of his " leisure." 
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to God as wholly as may be,” to exchange temporality for eternity. 
And assimilation ” means becoming “ righteous and pious and 
wise.*' The difficulty is to convince men that the real reason for 
this pursuit of goodness is not the advantage of a reputation for 
goodness, but the fact that goodness and wisdom make us like God 
and therelore constitute real “ manhood/’ and confer the only real 
happiness. 

The whole passage recalls, and is obviously meant to recall, the 
spiritual mood and even the phraseology of the Gorgias and Phaedo. 
But its connexion with the present argument is loose, and hardlj^ 
amounts to more than this, that the worldly man’s estimate of the 
philosopher and the philosopher’s estimate of him furnish the best 
proof ihat there is no single accepted standard of valuation. The 
most natural way of accounting for the presence of the digression is 
that of Burnet, that it is an expression of the mood in which Plato 
is contemplating his own coming absorption in the necessarily 
largely uncongenial mundane life of the Syracusan court. 'I'he 
ideal of the world-renouncing pure “ scientist ” had never been his 
own ; his early ambitions had been definitely political, and his 
mature conviction was that the gifts of the philosopher ought to be 
consecrated to the work of practical administration, but we can 
readily understand that he would have a keen sense of the sacrifice 
he was making to public duty and the pettiness of the personalities 
and problems with which he was now called to mix himself up.^ 
It would be a bad mistake, though the mistake has been made, to 
find in so splendid a passage a polemic against the aims of his older 
rival Isocrates. Whatever the limitations of Isocrates were, Plato 
must have sympathized with his attempt to give his pupils at 
least a broader and nobler outlook on the problems of public life 
than that of the mere party-man of a little Greek ttoXi? ; the whoh^ 
picture of the ** man of affairs ” who is pitted against the philosopher 
suggests in its details an admirer of Antiphon or Thrasymachus 
rather than a figure from the school of Isocrates, the last place 
where the cult of “ successful unrighteousness ” would be likely 
to be in favour. 

Second Criticism of the Protagorean Thesis concluded (176c- 
I79?j). — ^To return. We had just said that though the thinkers who 
identify reality with change and those who teach that “ what 
appears to anyone is for him the reality,” are ready enough to 
extend these formulae to right and wrong, no one seriously con- 
tends that what a city agrees to regard as good or useful must really 
be so, so long as the agreement continues. Every one recognizes 
that what is really good or profitable is so independently of the 
beliefs which may be entertained about it. Now this suggests a 
generalization of the problem raised by the saying of Protagoras. 
When a city makes regulations to ensure good or advantage, it is 
acting with a view to the future. So we may ask, granting that the 
Homo mensura formula is valid for convictions about the present, 

* Greek Philosophy, Part /. pp. 244-5. 
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is it also valid for convictions about the future ? If a man feels 
hot, he ts hot. Sot^/ but if a man believes that he is going to have 
a fever with a “ temperature,” while his physician denies it, what 
then ? In such a case the physician^s fon‘cast is certainly a better 
measure ” of what is going to be the layman’s “ reality ” than the 
layman’s opinion. So the best measure ” of the sweetness or 
dryness of next autumn’s vintage is the husbandman ; a skilled cook’s 
judgment about the enjoyment a company will receive from the 
dishes he has prepared is sounder than their own. Protagoras 
would be a better judge than one of us about the effect of a speech 
one of us was going to deliver. Generally, whenever a future issue 
is in question, the specialist will be the best “ measure ” of other 
men’s experiences as well as his own. The Homo mensura formula 
thus is invalid in all cases where there is a reference to future ex- 
|)eriences. And this rids us of the doctrine that any and every 
l)elief is true, which is, moreover, self-refuting, since it implies its 
own contradictory. But we liave still to examine the metaphysical 
theory which is the foundation of the dictum that actual present 
sensation and the judgments (eo^a<) based on it are always true. 

Final Refutation of the Identificalion of Knowledge with Sense- 
perception {lygd-iSGe). — The complete examination of the theory 
that actual present sense-perception is knowledge demands a 
consideration of the already mentioned metaphysical theory that 
nothing is real but movement. We cannot get any coherent state- 
ment of the grounds for this theory from its official representatives, 
the Heracliteans, who disdain connected exposition and affect to 
speak in cryptic aphorisms ; we must try w'hat we can make of the 
doctrine for ourselves (lyg^j-iSoc). We must remember, too, that 
Melissus and Parmenides maintain the very opposite — that what is 
is one and unmoving. A complete examination would involve 
studying the views both of the ” men of flux ” (the and of 

the ” faction of the one-and-all ” (the tov o\ov <rTacrio>Tai ) ; it might 
(‘nd by carrying us over into one of the camps, or by leaving us in 
the comically persumptuous position of standing alone against both 
parties. Still we must make the venture, and we will begin by 
considering the Heraclitean view (180C-1816). 

Everything is always in motion : what is the precise sense of 
this ? There arc two easily distinguishable types of “ motion ” : 
(a) one which includes translation and rotation, which we will call 
locomotion (<popd) ; (b) another illustrated by the transition from 
youth to age, from black to white, from hard to soft ; we will call it 
alteration (dAXotWes). Is it meant, then, that everything is at every 
moment changing both its position and its quality, or only that 
each thing is at every moment exhibiting one or other of these 
changes ? If the statement that there is no rest or stability in 
the world at all is meant strictly, we must take the former inter- 
pretation. Nothing ever keeps the same quality for the tiniest 
interval, any more than it retains the same position {iSie). Other- 
wise there would be some sort of stability about things. 
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Let us bear this in mind and remember also the further details, 
which are part of this same theory, of the way in which the mutual 
interference of two of the “ slower ” motions gives rise to the twin 
effect sensation sensible quality. The theory was that when 
two such slower ” motions meet, the result is a definite process of 
sensation + a definite sensible quality, e.g. a “ seeing of white '*+ 
“ white seen.” But if nothing has any permanency, there is no 
such definite jiroccss of seeing white, and no such definite white 
seen. The process of seeing white itself is at any moment turning 
into some other ]jroccss, and the white seen is turning into some 
other quality. We must not even speak of ” colour- vision ” and 
” colour,” since both process and quality are always turning into 
something else. It will be no more true to say at any moment that 
a man is seeing or having sensation of some other kind than that he 
is not having it, and therefore, if sensing is knowing, it will never 
be more true to say that a man is knowing than to say that he is 
not knowing. The safest answer to any question would be to say, 
” It is so and it is not so,” but even this is more than we should 
be really warranted in saying, since the very word “ so ” implies 
a determination which, on the theory, never exists (1836). These 
considerations dispose finally of both statements : that every one 
is the measure,” and that knowledge is sensation. Both must 
be false, if the theory of absolute fluidity ” on which they them- 
selves rest is to be upheld. Theaetetus would like to proceed now 
to consider the rival Eleatic theory that “ nothing happens,” 
there is no “ fluidity ” at all. But his wishes must not be indulged. 
Socrates met Parmenides, who was then an old man, in his own 
youth and was powerfully impressed by his ” noble depth.” * If we 
discussed his view, we should very likely misunderstand it, the 
examination would have to be very long and searching, and we 
should be diverted from our present task, which is to practise 
” spiritual obstetrics ” on Theaetetus (184&). 

Socrates now enters on a line of thought which is by far the 
most important contribution the dialogue has as yet made to the 
solution of its problem. He calls attention to the, so far neglected, 
distinction between sensation and thought, or judgment. We 
can point out the bodily instruments which a man uses in seeing, 
hearing, touching. He sees with his eyes, hears with his ears, 
and so forth. Or to be still more accurate, since it is always the 
man, that is his which sees and hears, we should do well to 
say rather that he sees and hears through his eyes and ears (184^^).^ 

^ Tkeaet. 183^. There is a similar reference to this encounter at Soph. 2 iyc, 
and the Parmenides professes to be a third-hand report of it. It seems to me 
that the emphatic way in which the impression made on the youthful Socrates 
is insisted on in both references shows us that Plato wishes us to regard the 
meeting as a real fact, and there is no reason why it should not be one (see 
Burnet, E.G.Ph.^, p. 168, n. 3). 

* The point of the distinction here made between that with which (<^) and 
that through which (Si o 5 ) we see and hear can be better expressed in English 
ditterentJy. It might be made by objecting to the accuracy of the expressions 
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Eyes, cars, and the rest of the body are not the agents in ptirception 
but the implements (opyava) of it — the first appearance of the word 
“ organ in this sense. For each “ implement ” there is what 
Aristotle was later to call its “ proper '' (lSiov) sensible. None 
can do the work of another. Colour can only be taken in by the 
channel of the eye, sound through the ear. But if a man is thinking 
about two such sensibles of different senses, comparing and dis- 
criminating them, or counting them as two,” pronouncing them 
like or unlike, asserting that they are ” n^ally there,” the soul is 
considering the matter “by herself” (auW/ hC without the 

employment of a bodily “ implement ” (185^/).^ If we try to make 
a list of the determinations of an ol)ject which an^ tlius made 
“without any bodily organ,” w'e hav(i to reckon among them not 
only “ reality ” (ovina), nunil)er, samenc^ss, difference, likeness and 
unlikeness, but good and bad, right and wrong (i86a). Thus the 
ultimatti categories of value, like thos(i of “ fact,” are apprehended 
by thouglit, not by sense. In fact, they are asserted as the result 
of rell(‘ction, comj)arison, and discrimination : this explains why 
animals are as capable of sensation as men, and babies as adults 
(i86c), but sound convictions about “ reality and value ” (o^ata 
and (icjitActa) are only attained by us with time and pains and educa- 
tion. Now we cannot have knowledge without apprehension of a 
“ reality ” {ova la) which is known. Hence it follows that “ know- 
ledge ” is not to be sought for in the affections of our sensibility (toTs 
TraO’^fiaai) but in the mind’s reflection upon them (cV rep ir€pL cVctVwi/ 
(TvWoyLapLWy i86i). And this finally proves that knowledge is not 
the same thing as sensation {ibid, b). 

Second Definition. Knowledge is True Judgment 

(1876-200C) 

The common name for the process of reflection, comparison, and 
discrimination to which the occurrence of our sensations gives rise 
is “ belief ” or “ judgment ” (Sofa, to Sofd^ctv). The word B 6 $a 
is being used here in a way characteristic of Plato’s later dialogues. 
In his earlier writing 86 $a had commonly been thought of as con- 
trasted with eVto-rry/xT; ; it had meant “ belief,” with the implica- 
tion that the belief is a mistaken one, or at any rate a doubtful 
one ; in our dialogue, and henceforward, the meaning is judgment, 
intellectual conviction in general, without any suggestion of dis- 
paragement. This is one of the many indications that a chief 

** the eye sees,” ” the ear hears,” and the like, on the ground that they 
obscure the point that both seeing and hearing are functions of a unitary 
central consciousness. This is what Socrates means by saying that there are 
not a group of alaO'/iaei^ seated inside a man, like the warriors in the fabled 
” vooden horse ” of Troy. 

^ It does not occur to Socrates to consider the view, afterwards taken by 
Aristotle, that some at any rate of the functions enumerated here might be 
discharged by a ” common sensorium ” {koiv6v aiadi^T'tipiotf) , placed by Aristotle 
in the heart. 
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difference between mature Platonism and the Socraticism out of 
which it developed is that the former attributes a decidc^dly higher 
value to beliefs which do not reacli the level of demonstrated 
“ science/* that is, to our “ empirical knowledge ’* of the sensible 
world. We must not suggest that judgment is knowledge, since 
there are such things as false judgments. But we may take it as 
an amended definition that knowledge is true judgment (187&). 

If we are to examine the truth of this statement, we must begin 
by considering the difficulty suggested by the old arguimmts which 
have been used to show that a false judgment is impossible. The 
old argument, which we have met in the Euihydemus, was that either 
you know what you are judging about or you do not. If you do 
know, you cannot judge falsely ; and if you do not, you cannot 
make any judgment at all, because your mind is a mere blank 
about that of which you “ know nothing.” The point has now 
to be considered elaborately with a view to discovering the specific 
character of true judgments. If a man knows both A and /?, it 
would .seem that he cannot mistake one for the other ; if he knows 
A but not B, how can he compare A with the merely unknown ? 
If both A and B are unknown, is not the impossibility of a confusion 
even greater (i88rt!-c). Perhaps we may avoid these difficulties 
if we say that a false judgment is a belief in ” what is not ” (i88fi?), 
thus avoiding all reference to ” knowing ” in our d(‘finition.^ But 
the ” unreal ** (to ov), it may be said, is just nothing at all, and 
you can no more think and yet think nothing than you can see and 
yet sec nothing. To think or believe is always to think or believe 
something ; to think nothing is all one with not thinking at all. 
(Just as Parmenides had long ago declared that ” what is not ” can 
neither be thought nor spoken of.) This consideration leads us 
to try a third explanation of what wc mean by a false judgment. 
We mean thinking that one reality (one m) is some other reality, 
thinking that something is other than it is (tlWot^ofta) ; false 
thinking is thus the mental confusion of one reality with another 
(i8gc), e.g. thinking that ” fair is foul and foul is fair.** In the 
Sophistes we shall find that this is the true account of the matter 
and can be successfully defended against the Eleatic dialectic. 
But the defence will depend on recognizing that the Eleatic meta- 
physic itself requires a grave modification ; there is a sense in 
which ” the unreal ’* can be both thought and spoken of. In our 
dialogue Socrates is not allowed to probe the question to the bottom ; 
he has already explained that he is not prepared at present to 
examine Eleaticism as a metaphysical theory. He contents him- 
self therefore with raising the question within what limits the 
” confusion ” of one reality with another would seem to be possible. 

^ The difficulty it is intended to avoid by the new formulation arises from 
the ambiguity of the word eidtvai, which may mean cither " to be acquainted 
with " or “ to know about.** It is suggested in effect that we may eliminate 
the ambiguity by recourse to metaphysics; we will say that false belief is 
belief in something “ unreal " (in a 6v). But, as we shall see, this at 
once raises the Eleatic problem how it is possible to think the '' unreal " at all. 
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To understand the very possibility of such a confusion, wc must 
begin by recognizing that thinking is a kind of argument (Acyo?) 
in which the mind carries on a debate within itself, asking itself 
a question and answering its own query. The judgment, once 
formulated, is the verdict or conclusion which puts an end to this 
internal dispute (igoa). In what conditions is it possible for this 
verdict to involve “ confusion ” of one thing with another ? At 
first sight, the old dilemma about the impossibility of confusing a 
thing you “ know ” either with something else which you “ know ” 
or with something you do not “ know ” appears equally formidable 
when you substitute the word “ believe ” or “ think for “ know '' 
(iC)ob-iC)ia). But we seem to have been wrong in admitting the 
premisses of the dilemma. Clearly a man who “ knows " Socrates 
might mistake an “ unknown stranger for Socrates, if he saw the 
stranger in the distance. The hard and fast distinction between 
“ what I know ” and “ what I do not know ” is false to fact and 
rests on the deliberate ignoring of the consideration that there is 
such a thing as “ learning,” ” getting to know ” something one did 
not know before (191c). l.et us consider the nature of this process. 

We may represent thc‘ process figuratively thus. I'here is 
something in each of us likci a wax block prepared to receive the 
” impressions ” of signeds of all kinds ; the quality of the wax is 
very different in different persons. We may regard sensation as a 
process in which an object stamps an impression of itself on the 
wax (the whole of the traditional language about ” impressions ” 
and ” ideas ” is ultimaU'ly derived from this passage).^ How 
definite this impress is and how long it will remain undeformed 
depends on the original quality of the wax. So long as the impress 
remains, we may say that a man has mi'mory and knowledge (igid). 
Now consider the case of a man who ” knows ” the impresses left 
on the block, and at the same time is attending to his present 
sensations. We may say that the confusion with which we have 
identifit^d error can only arise in one specific way. If I “ know 
both Tlieodorus and Thcaetetus and am simply thinking about 
one of them, I cannot confuse him with the other. If I ” know ” 
only one of them, I cannot confuse him in thought with the other, 
who is wholly unknown to me. If I neither ” know ” nor am 

^ III ])articular, the Aristotelian description of perception as a process in 
which the soul “ receives the forms of sen.'ii}>iliu without their matter, as the 
wax receives the shape of the iron signet-ring without the metal,'* is seen at 
once to be directly based on the simile of the wax block, which is consequently 
the far-away source of the whole mediaeval doctrine of “ sensible " and “ in- 
telligible " species. Note that the suggested theory is a psychologizing version 
of the doctrine that knowledge is recollection.” 'bhe first stamping of the 
wax with a wholly novel pattern gives ” acquaintance ” ; ^irLcrTviuiT] arises when 
the wax is stamped with the pattern a second time and the pattern is ” recog- 
nized ” as already familiar. The whole argument would have been easier to 
follow if Attic, like Ionic, had possessed the word el'STjo-ts, which might then 
have been specialized to mean ” acquaintance.” Plato can discriminate oUa 
from iirlffTafiai, but he has no verbal noun which stands to oT5a as iin<TTiiixy) to 
Mffrajxai 
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actually seeing either, confusion of thought is impossible. It can 
only come in in one case ; when I know both parties, and so 
have the “ impressions made by past perception of both still 
remaining in the waxen block, but also am actually seeing both or 
one of the two, I may try to “ fit the new “ impression ” or 
“ impressions ” into the old “ imprints,** and may fit them into the 
wrong ones. That is, 1 may make an error in recognition, like that 
of the man who tries to put his foot into the wrong shoe. Thus 
“ false judgment *’ will depend on mistaken recognition, and conse- 
quently will only b(^ possible when then' is a misinterpretation of an 
actually presemt sensation. Such misinterpretation may be caused 
by any of the defects of memory symbolized by the various defects 
which make a given block of wax unsuitable to receive a clear-cut 
impression, or to retain it permanently, or to receive man}^ such 
distinct impressions without crowding and superposition of one on 
another. The result is that error cannot arisen in sensation taken 
by itself, nor in thought taken by itself, but only in the con- 
junction of sensation with thought ** (195^^). l.e. a false judgment 
is always a misinterpretation of present sensation, from which it 
would seem that true judgment, which the definition under con- 
sideration identifies with knowledge, is always the correct inter- 
pretation of present sensation by thought. 

On reflection, however, this theory proves to be unsatisfactory 
in spite of its attractiveness. For it is not the fact that all error is 
misinterpretation of present sensation. A man may falsely think 
that 74-5 -II. and most men do make arithmetical errors of this 
kind in operating with big numbers. And they do not make such 
mistakes only when they arc counting things present to their senses, 
but when they are simply thinking of numbers and numerical 
relations. Thus error (and by consequence true judgment) cannot 
be restricted to the interpretation of present sensations. There 
may be false (and also true) judgments where the “ sensible ** doc'S 
not figure as a constituent of the judgment at all (I95^^-I96^). 
Thus our simile of the waxen block has not done what we hoped 
it would for us. (It has the merit of taking into account the facts 
of learning and forgetting, ignored in the crude old argument 
against the possibility of “ false beliefs,** but it leaves the possi- 
bility of sheer intellectual error where it found it.^) 

To cover the case of purely intellectual error we must amend our 
account of dWoSo^ta, and this may be done if we borrow a hint 
from a current statement about knowledge. (It is true that a mere 
“ disputant for victory ** would deny our right to use any such 
statement while we are still in quest of a definition of knowledge, 
but the fault, if it is one, is inevitable, and we have committed 

^ The one criticism I should feel inclined to pass on Burnet's analysis of the 
dialogue {Greek Philosophy, Part 237-253) is that he seems to make Plato into 
a Kantian by ascribing to him the view that all knowledge contains as a 
constituent a factor supplied by the “ manifold of sense." I'his seems to me 
to miss the point of the illustration from false judgments in arithmetic. 
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it already every time we have used such phrases as ** we know 
that . . “ we understand that . . and the like.) Knowing 

is commonly said to be the “ having of knowledge (197&). But we 
might improve on this statement by distinguishing “ possession ” 
and “ having.** A man may “ possess *’ or “ own " a cloak without 
actually “ having it on.*’ So po.ssibly a man may “ possess *’ know- 
ledge without having ” it. In fact, we may distinguish “ posses- 
sion '* from “ having in use” A man who has cauglit and caged a 
multitude of wild birds “ poss(*ss(*s *’ them all, but may not actually 
have any one of them in hand, though he can “ put his hand ” on 
one when he wants it (197c). Let us then introduce a new simile, 
riie mind is like an aviary ; when W(‘ are babies the aviary is 
(*mpty (Locke’s “ empty cabinet ”) ; each new piece of knowledge 
we ac(iuire is like a wild bird caught and caged. But actual 
knowing is lik(‘ putting our hand on the bird we want and taking 
it out of tlie cage. Now a man may put his hand on the wrong 
bird instead of the one he wants, since the captured birds are 
alive and can fly about in the cage. So we may “ possess ’* a 
certain knowledge, and yet when we want to use it, we may not 
be able to recapture it, we may capture tlie wrong piece of know- 
ledge, and this will be the case of the man who makes a false 
judgment (197^^-199^). 

Clearly the new suggestion has advanced the argument. As 
Socrates says, the distinction between knowledge in possession and 
knowledge in u.sc has relieved us of the old difliculty that false 
judgment seems to involve both knowing and not knowing the same 
thing ; there is no difliculty in admitting that a man “ possesses *’ 
what he cannot lay his hand on. We may add (i) that a com- 
parison of beliefs ** with living creatures is psychologically much 
sounder than the old comparison with impresses ” made once for 
all on a block of wax ; judgment is a living process, not the mere 
retention of a stamp left on the mind once for all ; (2) that the 
distinction made here is the starting-point for the more extended 
antithesis of “potentiality” and “actuality**^ in which Aristotle 
was to find the universal explanation of movement and becoming ; 
(3) that the formula no longer requires us to confine the possibility 
of error to the interpretation of present sensation. 

But there is still a grave unsolved difliculty. Error is now said 
to be due to a wrong “ use ** of knowledge which we already have 
in possession. If this is so, a man’s knowledge is the direct source 
of his false judgments ; he only confuses A with B because he 
possesses “ knowledge ** of them both. At this rate, might we not 
equally say that error may be the cause of knowledge, or blindness 
of vision ? (This difliculty is perhaps not meant to be taken wholly 

' That the distinction between the actual and the potential is primarily 
due to the Academy seems to be further indicated by its appearance as 
something needing no explanation in Aristotle’s Protrepticus (Kr. 52, Rose), 
which is shown by the considerable remaining fragments of it to have been an 
eloquent exposition of Platonism and was probably written during Plato s 
lifetime (Jaeger, Aristoteles, c. 4). 
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seriously. It is true that the more you “ know/' in the sense of 
'' having the knowledge in possession/' the graver are the errors 
to which you are exposed. As Mr. Chesterton says somewhere, 
“ a man must know a great deal to be always wrong,” Really 
grave error is regularly due to the misuse of wide knowledge. But 
the point is not really examined. Socrates' object is simply to 
prelude to a much more real difficulty. ) 

'I'heaetctus suggests that we might elude this difficulty by 
modifying our image. We might say that there are ” ignorances ” 
as well as ” pieces of knowk'dge ” in the aviary, and that the man 
who makes a false judgment is putting his hand on an ” ignorance.” 
But if that is so, since he really believes his false judgment, he must 
suppose the ” ignorance ” to be a piece of knowledge. And this 
gives an opening to the eristic for raising the old problem once more. 
Can a man who knows what knowledge and ignorance arc confuse 
one with the other ? And if he does not know what both are. how 
can he confuse something he knows with something of which he is 
quite unaware, or one thing of which he is unaware with anotluT of 
which he is equally unaware ? If we try to meet our opponent 
by suggesting that there is a “knowledge of the difference between 
knowledge and ignorance ” which is a sort of knowledge of the 
second order, and that false judgment arises from inability to 
put one's hand on this knowledge, we shall clearly be involved in 
an impossible “infinite regress” (200c). 'I'hus the point which 
Socrates is labouring is the sound one that it is impossible to have a 
psychological criterion of true and false Ixdicfs. 

Independently of this impossibility of a criterion, there is an 
(ffivious objection to the identification of knowledge with a “ true 
belief.” A man may be induced to hold a belkd which in fact is 
true not by proof but by persuasive dexterous syiecial pleading.^ 
Thus the court which is led by clever advocacy to find a man guilty 
of an act of dishonesty cannot be said to know that he has com- 
mitted the crime ; to know that, they would require to have seen 
the act committed. But if the man had really committed the act, 
the court has a “ true belief ” about him. This proves beyond all 
dispute that there is true belief which is not knowledge. The im- 
portance of the point may b<‘come plainer if we put it in a rather 
more modern way. What the illustration shows is that there is 
a real and significant difference between “ historical ” and “ scien- 
tific ” truths. History is not, and never can be, a department of 
“ demonstrative science.” 

Third Definition. Knowledge is “True Judgment 

ACCOMPANIED BY DISCOURSE ” {20ld-210d) 

Possibly the difficulty just raised may be turned. As Theaetetus 
says, he had forgotten to specify that a true judgment, to be 

^ The same point reappears at Timaeus 51 e, where it is put into the 
mouth of Timaeus of Locri. Presumably it is not specially Socratic nor 
Platonic 
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knowledge, must be accompanied by “ discourse '' (Aoyo?). If 
there are any objects of which there is no discourse,"' they 
will not be objects of knowledge, though we may have true 
judgment about them. At least, so Theaetetus has heard from 
some one whom he docs not name. The point of the correction 
is to distinguish between “ simple apprehension " and appre- 
hension attended by “ discourse," and to deny the name " know- 
ledge " to simple apprehension. Thus the passage is the source 
of the familiar Aristotelian and mediaeval doctrine that the 
complex enunciation,” or proposition, is the unit of know- 
ledge, as well as of the notion of " thought ” as ” discursive.” 
We note also, at once, that the theory suggested has a remark- 
able prima facie resemblance to that put forward by Socrates him- 
self in the Meno, where it was said that ” beliefs ” are converted 
into knowledge when they are ” secured " atruis Aoyifr/ia, by a 
” computation of the grounds ” for them. In our dialogue, Socrates 
says that he too has a dn^am to tell. He seems to have heard 
” in a dream ” that there are certain element a ((ttoix^lu) which 
are the ABC of nature, all other things being ” syllables,” complexes 
of these “letters.” The “letters” can be simply apprehended and 
named, but we can say nothing about them, can predicate nothing 
of them, since to attribute any predicate to them would be ad- 
mitting complexity in them (contrary to the hypothesis). The 
complexes composed of these letters have a Aoyo9, since you can 
analyse the complex back into its simple constituents, just as you 
can spell a syllable. The complexes then are “ knowable and 
rational ” (prjTd), but their elements are not ; they have to be 
s(dzed by direct simple apprehension (are alaOiird). Know^ledge, 
“ grounded belief,” is always of the complex. Probably this theory 
is the same as that of which Theaetetus had heard (20id~202c). We 
are not told anything of the authorship of this interesting theory, 
which has its counterparts in our own day, though it is plain that 
it is not being invented by Plato. Where it comes from we can 
only guess. The atomists have been thought of, but without 
much probability. The question which Socrates goes on to raise, 
whether a “ .syllable ” is nothing but its components or a new unity, 
would have no .significance for persons who disbelieved in the reality 
of all “ composition,” and is not a natural criticism to address to 
them. It would be more reasonable to think of the doctrine of 
Empedocles, which admits of genuine “ chemical ” composition. 
From his point of view, the “ four roots ” correspond exactly to 
the ABC of the book of Nature, bone, fle.sh, and other tLssues to 
“ syllables,” and organisms composed of these tissues to complete 
words. But theem])loyment of the epithet Qr]xai (“ expressible ”) to 
describe the “ syllables ” of Nature’s language suggests also mathe- 
matical connexions of some kind. Thus I should be inclined to 
attribute the theory to some Pythagorean of the type who were 
trying in the later part of the lifth century to find room within 
their own doctrine for the “ four roots ” and the Empedoclean 



846 PLATO: THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

biology.^ But why is Socrates said only to have heard of the 
theory “ in a dream ’ ’ ? Possibly because the person who is respon- 
sible for it had only produced it after the death of Socrates, or be- 
cause it only became known at Athens after that date, and therefore 
some apology has to be offered for making Socrates speak of it. 
Hence, when we remember the precisely parallel doctrine attri- 
buted by Theophrastus to the Pythagorean Eephantus of Syracuse, 
it is natural to suspect with Burnet that the reference is to him.* 

rho analogy from letters and syllables is specious, but we must 
examine it more closely. It is true that the first syllable of Socrates' 
name, the syllable So, has a certain Xeyos. You can say that it is 
5 and o — the letter S has no such A.oyo?. You can make statements 
about it, e.g. that it is a “ hissing ” sound, but you cannot explain 
the sound by analysing it into components. But now arises a 
difficult question. Is the syllabic So simply the sounds or signs 
5 and o, taken in that order, or is it a new unity of a type different 
from that of its “ component " sounds or symbols ? If you take 
the first view, that So is just " S and o," then it seems ridiculous to 
say that a man can “know" “5 and o," and yet neither knowS 
nor know o. On the second view, So is itself a unity, and has not 
really S and o as “ constituent " parts. Hence the syllable should, 
like the single letter, be an object of simple apprehension, and there- 
fore, on the proposed definition, not an object of knowledge {202d- 
205^;). Besides, the experience of our own early schooldays seems 
to show that we learned to recognize syllables simply by learn- 
ing to recognize the letters of which they are composed ; this tells 
forcibly against the view that “ syllables " can be known when 
their component “ letters " are not known (2o6a-c). 

Apart from the question of the soundness of this analogy from 
letters and syllables, what may we suppose to be meant by Adyoq 
(“ discourse ") in the statement that knowledge is “ a true judgment 
accompanied by discourse " ? Three, and only three, possible 
meanings occur to us. (a) “ Discourse " may mean actual uttered 
speech made up of nouns and verbs. This, however, cannot be the 
meaning intended, for any true judgment can be expressed in 
speech, even if it is not entitled to rank as knowledge (2o6d). {b) Or 

the meaning might be a complete enumeration of the component 
“parts " of the thing thought about, blesiod says that a hundred 
planks go to a waggon. You and I cannot name more than a few of 
them: is it meant, then, that we have only a “ true jndgnrumt " 
about a waggon, but should knoie; what a waggon is, if we could 
name all the hundred ? The objection to this interpretation is 
that we cannot say that a man really knows a complex unless he 
can recognize its components not merely as components of that 

' Philolaus is now known to have been a Pythagorean of this type (Burnet, 
E.G.Ph.^, 277 ff.), and it is just this combination of Pythagorean mathematics 
with the biology and medicine of Empedocles which is expounded at length in 
Plato’s Timaeus. 

* For the doctrine of Eephantus see Diels, FV. d. i. 340—341. The 

historical reality of E. is, as Diels says, guaranteed by the fact that our notices 
of him come from 1 heophrastus, who could not well have been mistaken on 
the point. Whether he belongs to the fifth or the fourth century is not clear. 
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complex, but when they recur in another setting. E.g., we should 
not say that a man “ knew how to spell the syllable The, if he 
wrote it correctly in spelling the name of Theaetetus but wrongly 
when he had to spell the name Theodoras. And a man might be 
liable to make the same sort of blunder about each of the remaining 
syllables, and yet might spell the one name Theaetetus right. Thus 
he would have enumerated all its letters correctly and yet would 
have mere right judgment,'* not knowledge (208&). (c) Or was it 

meant that a true judgment about a thing becomes knowledge 
when you add to it the discourse which indicates the character 
which distinguishes that thing from every other thing ? Is know- 
ledge a true judgment accompanied by a statement of the differentia 
(SLa(l>opd, 8ta<^opoTr;s) of the subject of the judgment ? ^ This account 
looks as though it ought to be true, but when you examine it 
closely it is as perplexing as theatrical stage-paintings seen from close 
quarters. How can I have a ** true judgment *’ about Theaetetus at 
all, if I am not alive to the distinctive individual characters which 
mark off Theaetetus from every one else ? If T am unaware of them, 
how can my judgment be said to be about Theaetetus rather than 
about Theodorus or any man you please ? Thus it would seem that 
to make a true judgment about Theaetetus, I must already have the 
differentia of Theaetetus in mind. Then what is added when this 
true judgment is converted into knowledge by the addition of the 
“ discourse *’ of the differentia ? It cannot be meant that we are to 
add a “ true judgment ’* of the differentia to our existing true judg- 
ment, for we must clearly have possessed that in order to make a 
true judgment about Theaetetus. And to say that what is meant 
is that we reach knowledge when we not merely think but actually 
know the differentia amounts to the circular definition that ** know- 
ledge is true judgment pins knowledge of the differentia *’ (2o8c-2ioe). 

Thus our dialogue of search ends formally with a negative con- 
clusion. Three suggestions have been made and all found untenable. 
Theaetetus has no further suggestion of which to be delivered. If 
he should ever find himself pregnant with any further suggestions in 
future, we must examine them in the same fashion. It is not the 
function of Socrates to make any positive contribution to knowledge, 
and besides it is time that he went to the “ king’s '* office to make 
his formal reply to the indictment preferred by Meletus {2ioh-d), 

The Theaetetus has thus been true to type as a Socratic dialogue 
in ending with no avowed results. But negatively we have 
reached a series of results of the highest importance. We have 
disposed of the identification of knowledge with sensation or any 
form of simple apprehension. We have also seen that pure rela- 
tivism is untenable alike in the theory of knowledge and in meta- 
physics. It may be added that it has been at least forcibly sug- 
gested by the tenour of the whole argument that all the proposed 
definitions have failed precisely because each of them has attempted 
to provide a psychological criterion of knowledge, and no such 
psychological criterion is possible. The most important positive 

^ The first occurrence of the word in the sense which Aristotle was to stereo- 
type as a technicality of logic. 
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result of the discussion is probably the recognition that the dis- 
covery of the great categories both of existence and value is the 
work of thought, “ the soul by herself without any instrument/’ 
We may note also the appearance for the first time of a whole 
series of technical terms of the first importance : quality 

(jrotoT//g), organ ” of perception (ogyavov), “ criterion ” {xQirriQiov) ^ 
''differentia'* {dia(faQ(i, diaq^oQoTrjc:). Also we see the very funda- 
mental problems connected with the notion of “ simple ap{)re- 
hension and the difference between “ acquaintance " and “ know- 
ledge about " coming into prominence and receiving illustration, 
though without the formulation of a definite result. 

Possibly the most striking feature of the whole dialogue is its 
silence on a matter about which we should have expected to hear 
something. Plato has written a long and elaborate discussion of 
knowledge without making a single reference to the doctrine of forms, 
though we might have thought it almost impossible for him to keep it 
out of the argument against relativism. A similar silence may 1 k^ said 
to occur in all the dialogues we still have to examine. The forms are 
mentioned only in two of them : the Parmenides, whcTC the doctrine 
is said to be that of Socrates in his early years and is criticized by 
Parmenides and Zeno, and tlie Timaeus, where it is put into the 
mouth of a fifth-century Pythagorean. I do not see how to account 
for these facts on the view that Plato had himself originated the 
doctrine and regarded it as his special contribution to philos()j)hy. 
If wc trust his own accounts of the matter, we shall find it most 
natural to suppose that in tlie earlier dialogues, which speak of the 
forms, Plato has not yet developed a doctrine which he feels to be 
specifically his own ; he is reproducing the common inheritance of 
Socratic men. If that is so, the sikmce about the forms in the 
Thcaeietus may mean either that when he wrote that dialogue he was 
feeling the nec('ssity for a Idatonic ” doctrine which had not yet 
been definitely worked out, or else that he had already arrived at 
the results Aristotle dways assumes to be the Platonic teaching, and 
felt that they were so definitely his own that dramatic vei similitude 
would be outraged by putting tficm into the mouth of Socrates. 

See further : 

Burnet . — Greek Philosophy, Part /., 234-2')^. 

Campbfo.l, \^.~-The Thcaeietus of Plato*, (Oxford, 1883.) 

Ritter, C. — Platon, ii. 96-120 ; Gedankengang und Grundan- 
schauungen von Platos Thediet in appendix to IJntcr such- 
ungen ueher Platon. (Stuttgart, 1888.) 

Kaeder, H. — Platons philosophische Enhvickelung, 279-297. 

Diels, H. — Elementum. (Leipzig, 1899.) 

Diks, A. — Autour de Platon, 450—452. 

Stewart, J. A. — Plato's Doctrine of Ideas, 65-68. 

Natorp, P. — Platons I deenlehre, 88-ii6. 

Sachs, K.- de Theaeteto Atheniensi (1914). 



CHAPTER XTV 


THE PAJIMENIDES 

I T is most probable that the Parmenides and the Theaetetns 
were composed almost simultaneously. The Parmenides 
cannot well be a decidedly earlier work than the other, since 
it exhibits the same interest in Eleaticism and its great founder 
Parmenides ; it cannot we ll be later, since it is the best example 
in Plato of that cumbrousness of the indirectly reported dialogue 
form which is mentionc'd in the Theacietus as the reason for return 
to the simpler type of the earliest dialogues. Indeed, it may well 
be that it was just the difficulty of keeping up in the Parmenides 
the fiction that the whole is recited by a speaker to whom it had 
been formerly recited by a second person, who in his turn had 
heard it from a third, which led Plato to renounce this type of 
composition for the future. It had been useful so long as his 
purpose had been largely dramatic, but was found to be worse than 
useless for works in which the main interest lies in the analysis and 
criticism of ideas. 

The dialogue has always been regarded as an exceptionally 
puzzling one, and the most divergent views have been held about 
its main purpose. Yet if we attend to certain plain hints, given 
by Plato himself, we may find that his object is indicated with 
unusual clearness. The general scheme of the dialogue is this. 
It falls into two parts of unequal length. In the first and briefer 
part (I26^^-I35c) Socrates is represented as a very young man 
expounding his nevdy formulated theory of the “ participation “ of 
sensible things in forms to the great Parmenides and his famous 
scholar Zeno ; Parmenides subjects the theory to a series of 
criticisms which look annihilating and to which Socrates offers no 
reply. Still he maintains that philosophy cannot dispense with 
the conception of the forms. The weakness of vSocrates is that, 
being very young, he is attempting to philosophize without a 
sufficient logical discipline in considering all the consequences 
which follow from the acceptance or denial of a fundamental 
** hypothesis."' In the second part of the dialogue (I36r?-i66c), 
Parmenides illustrates the kind of logical discipline he has in mind 
by taking for examination his own thesis that “ Reality is One " 
or that “ Things are a Unity." He apparently shows in a series of 
antithetical " antinomies " that whether this thesis is affirmed or 
denied, the consequence is that a host of pairs of contradictory 

349 
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statements may either be simultaneously affirmed or simultaneously 
denied. In either case, of course, the principle of Contradiction 
has been violated. The dialogue ends without a word of comment 
on this portentous result. 

Now it is quite certain that Plato never dreamed of denying 
the law of Contradiction ; Aristotle would certainly have sai(l 
something on the point if that had been so.^ We get a clue to 
Plato's real drift when he makes Parmenides say (135^^) that the 
method of which he is about to give an example is that of Zeno, 
the inventor of “ antinomies." This remark is clearly meant to 
send us back to the earlier sentences (128 c-d) in which Zeno has 
been made to explain the real intention of his own famous puzzles. 
His purpose, he says, was simply to retort on opponents who said 
that the Parmenidean doctrine " reality is one " leads to para- 
doxical conclusions by showing that their rival " hypothesis " that 
" reality is many " leads to still worse paradoxes. If we interpret 
the Parmenides, as we clearly ought to do, in the light of these 
broad hints, we shall see that it is constructed on the same pattern 
as the paradoxes of Zeno. A series of attempts to show that the 
Socratic " hypothesis " of forms leads to impossible results is 
retorted upon by an elaborate attempt to show that the Eleatic 
hypothesis is in still worse case. It is not safe even to mention it, 
for whether you assert it or deny it, in either case a clever formal 
logician can compel you to admit either that all assertions whatso- 
ever are true or alternatively that they are all false. 

It follows then that the objections urged against the doctrine of 
sensible things as partaking of " forms are not Plato's own, and 
are not meant as a serious criticism by himself either of Socrates 
or of his own earlier theories. They correspond to the objections 
against Parmenides which Zeno had in view in composing his own 
work. In other words, we are directed to regard these criticisms 
as coming from opponents of the theory of " participation." And 
since Plato's imitation of the Zenonian method takes the form of 
raising still wors(^ puzzles about the consequences of the Eleatic 
doctrine, it is clear who these opponents must be. We must look 
for them among the formal logicians of the school of Megara who 
were the continuators of Eleaticism. It is in strict keeping with this 
interpretation that the main point of the objections made by 
Parmenides to Socrates is not to raise difficulties about the reality 
of the forms. That he seems to concede. What he criticizes is 

1 Cf. Aristot. Met. 1005/; 25, where it is mentioned that “ some persons ” 
suppose Heraclitus to deny the principle of contradiction, “ but it does not 
follow necessarily that a man ineatis what he says." Ibid. 10076 22, the " argu- 
ment of Protagoras " would lead to the denial of the principle, as is argued at 
length at 1009^7 6 ff. Heraclitus and Protagoras are the only eminent men 
named in the course of the argument, and of them Aristotle only says that by 
pressing, in one case, the thinker's mere words and, in the other, the conse- 
quence of his thesis, you could reach this result. He means that neither really 
intended to reject this " most certain of all principles." If he supposed the 
antinomies of the Parmenides to be meant seriously, he would have been bound 
to refer to the point in this context. 
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the view of Socrates that sensible things '' partake " of the forms, 
and so have a kind of secondary reality. This is exactly as it should 
be if the critics Plato has in view are the Eleatics of Megara. From 
their point of view, the great fault of the doctrine expounded in the 
Phacdo, Republic, and other dialogues is that it allows any kind of 
reality at all to the objects of sense. Plato does not, in the dialogue, 
offer any answer to these extreme idealists ” ; he simply sets 
himself to show that two can play at the game of abstract formal 
logic, and that he can, if he pleases, play the game better than its 
professed champions. Their own methods may be applied to their 
own fundamental doctrine ; let them see how they will like the 
result. 

If this is the right way to understand the dialogiu , and Plato 
seems to tell us that it is, it follows that the Parmemdes is, all 
through, an elaborate jcii d' esprit, and that all interpretations based 
on taking it for anything else (including an earlier one by the present 
writ('r), are mistaken in j)rinciple. It equally follows that the 
ironical spirit of the work must not be forgotten in dealing with 
isolated passages. E.g., when Parmenides gravely censures Soc- 
rates for refusing to believe in forms of mud and dirt, and says 
that he will get the better of such a prejudice when he grows older 
and more philosophical (130^), we must understand the remark to 
be a piece of polite irony. In Parmenides' mouth, it can only 
mean that a man who is going to admit any kind of reality in 
sensible things ought to be prepared to “go the whole hog,” and 
nothing more. Presumably the remark is a reproduction of actual 
Megarian criticism. It tells us nothing of Plato's own thought. 
More than any other Platonic work of any considerable compass, 
the Parmenides bears throughout the stamp of being an “ occasional’ 
composition. Its purpose is to “ have some fun ” with Monists 
who regard the sensible as illusion, and very little more. 

There are several interesting points to be noted in connexion 
with the introductory narrative. The otherwise unknown speaker, 
Cephalus, who recites the dialogue, is a citizen of Clazomenae, the 
native town of Anaxagoras. It is not said where he is speaking or 
to whom, but apparently the scene is in one of the Ionian cities. 
The assumption is that he had gone to Atliens expressly to learn 
the true story of the meeting between Socrates and the great 
Eleatics from the only surviving person who could relate it, Plato's 
own half-brother Antiphon, son of Pcrictione by her second husband, 
the well-known statesman Pyrilampes. Antiphon could tell the 
tale accurately because he had often heard it when he was younger, 
from Pythodorus. (The person meant is the well-known Pytlio- 
dorus, son of Isolochus, prominent in the Archidamian war, whom 
the writer of the Alcibiades I names as an actual pupil of Zeno.) 
I^thodorus had been the host of Parmenides and Zeno on their 
visit to Athens at the time of the great Panathenaea in a year 
when Socrates was still “very young.” It follows from all this 
that we are to suppose the meeting of Socrates with the Eleatic 
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philosophers to have taken place about 450 B.c., nearly a quarter 
of a century before Plato’s own birth. The visit of Cephalus and 
his friends to Antiphon must be supposed, as Proclus said, to be 
after the death of Socrates. The recital of Antiphon was needed 
precisely because all the persons who had been present at the 
original meeting were dead. 

Why docs Plato make this unparalleled assumption that a con- 
versation of Socrates is being repeated outside Athens, after 
Socrates’ death and a good half-century after the holding of th(' 
conversation ? Clearly, by insisting on the early date of the con- 
versation, and the fact that no one is living who could check the 
third-hand Report of what passed, he fn^is himself from responsibility 
for the strict accuracy of his narrative. If we find the conversa- 
tion so d propos to present-day Megarianism, well, we only know 
what Socrates and Parmenides said from a second-hand story told 
by Antiphon, a younger man than Plato himself, and who will go 
bail for Antiphon ? 1 think it ought also to be said that the tale 

of the anxiety of the Ionian philosop)hers to hear Antiphon’s story 
justifies an inference. Why the lonians of Asia Minor should feel 
this interest is obvious. They would be members of the school 
founded in Ionia by Anaxagoras on his removal from Athens ; 
Socrates, the favourite pupil of Anaxagoras’ successor Archelaus, 
would in any case be an ol3ject of interest to such a group. 'I'hat 
Plato thinks it a plausible fiction that tlieir interest should lead 
them to visit Athens in order to gather a true account of events 
fifty years old seems only explicable on the supposition that tlu' 
encounter of Socrates with tlie great Eleatics was a real historical 
fact and, for philosophical circles, a memorable (uic, as an encounter 
between two great chess-players or gaml>lers is memorable for 
persons interested in chess or gaming. 

The situation at the opc'iiing of the conversation is this. Zeno 
has just been Reading aloud his famous work containing the anti- 
nomies for which he is still remembeR'd. Socrates fastens on one 
of them, an argument which has not survived and of which the 
precise s(;nsc is uncertain, to the effect that “ if things are many, they 
must be like and must also be unlike, but this is absurd,” as an 
example of the rest, lb' proposes to regard the whole work as 
intended to establish the thesis of Parmenides by disproving its 
contradictory. I*arm(midcs says ” reality is one,” Zeno that 
** reality is not many.” Zeno accepts the statement with the minor 
correction that his object was not to prove the Parmeiiidcan thesis, 
but simply to silence its critics by showing that their own rival 
” hypothesis ” has even more impossible consequences than those 
they urge against Parmenides (i2'/d-i28e) . Socrates then suggests 
that if wc will only accept the doctrine of forms and the participa- 
tion of things in forms, there is really no paradox in saying that 
the same ” things ” may ” partake ” at once of the form of likeness 
and of that of unlikeness, and so be at once like and unlikt^. But 
it would be a real and intolerable paradox (repas) to hold that 
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unlikcness can be predicated of tlie form of likeness or likeness of 
the form of unlike. So it is intelligible enough that a sensible 
thing, my body, for example, should be one body out of the six or 
seven human bodies present in this room and also have many 
members. But it would be quite another thing to hold that Unity 
is many or Plurality on(‘ Parmenides and Zeno are 

both impressed by the. ability of Socrates, and Parmenides at once 
asks him whether the theory is original. “ Did you make this 
distinction between forms and things which ])artake of them 
fuVos' ? ” for yours(!lf/’ “out of your own head" (i3o/>) ? Par- 
inenid('S asks the qm^stion, as Proclus says, becaase it might be 
that Socrates had “heard of “ some such distinction from som(‘ 
tme else. The noticealde thing is that it is not the doctrine that 
there are “ intelligibh* “ forms which strikes Pannenide^^i as nowl ; 
tlie original point wliich impn'sses him is that Socrates holds that the 
things we see and handk “ participate in “ the forms. None of 
the difficulties he iiit(nds to raise arises from the belief that tlune 
are forms; the difficulty's all concern the relation of “participa- 
tion “ by which the sensible thing is connected with a form. It is 
the reality of the “ phenomenal “ w'orld which he, as an Eleatic, 
finds a stumbling-block. The conclusion to w^hich his criticism 
is meant to conduct us is th(' double one {a) that unless we admit 
the reality of the forms, there is an end of all philosophy; if 
we do admit it, the form cannot be “ present in “ sensible 
things, and these must therefore be simply unreal (i35a-c).^ 
This is precisely the position of Euclid(‘s and his friends, who 
taught that “ reality is one ; the ‘ other ' is unreal “ (Aristocles 
ap. Euseb. P.E. xiv. 17, R.P. 289). Hence we shall expect to 
find that the arguments urged against Socrates by Parmenides 
are tlu'irs also. 

I may summarize these arguments the more briefly that tliey 
are admirably dealt with by Professor Burnet in Greek Philosophy, 
Part 253-264, and other writers on the philosophy of Plato. 
I have attempted a complete discussion of their wx-ight and deriva- 
tion elsewhere in “ Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates," Philosophical 
Studies, pp. 28-90, w’hither 1 may refer a reader desirous of further 
information. 

Parmenides begins by raising tlu^ question w^hat precisely is 
the content of the w^orld of forms. Socrates professes himself 
certain that there are forms corresponding to the fundamental 
notions of ethics — Right (SiKaior), Good (uyaOor), Noble (koAoV) ; he 
is doubtful about forms of organisms and physical things (Man, 
Fire, Water) ; in the case of such things as mud, dirt, liair — i.e. 

* This is, ai fact, the position of the historical Parmenides himself. His 
" one " is, no doubt, cor])oreal ; it is a solid homogeneons sphere. But our 
eyes and cars do not show ns anything of the kind. Hence tlie apparent 
“ things ” which they disclose to us must be pure illusion. Though the 
“ one ” is corporeal, wc only apprehend it by thinking. Its sole reality is 
deduced by Parmenides from what he regards as the postulates of coherent 
thought. 



354 PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

sensible things which do not appear to have a recognizable type 
of structure — he is inclined to think that there are no forms. In 
these cases there is no reality beyond “ what we see.'* But he is 
not quite sure that consistency would not demand forms of these 
too, though he is afraid the admission might lead him into “ abysmal 
nonsense (130 h-d). What he means by this “ nonsiaise we 
can see, as Burnet suggests, by the notices preserved to us of the 
arbitrary fashion in whieh the Pythagorean Eurytus attempted to 
assign “ numbers to man, horse, and other things. The main 
point is, that though Socrates is not certain about the contents of 
the system of forms, the forms of which he* is most certain are 
those which correspond to our ethical ideals. (Since we can define 
these as the rnatlKunatician defines his “ figures,’' they must 
have the same kind of reality as that the gi'ometer ascribes to his 
figures.) 

The theory then is that all the “ particulars ” of which a common 
predicate is affirmed owe their possession of that predicate to their 
“ participation in the corresponding form, and l^armenides sets 
himself to show that, however we understand this relation of 
participation,” we are led to consequences which arc logically 
absurd. This is exactly the line of reasoning adopted by Zeno for 
the confutation of the Pythagorean mathematicians who assume 
that ” reality is many.” The argument may be analysed as follows : 
{a) If a form is ” in ” each of a number of things, either the whole 
of it is ” in ” each of them, or only part of it is ” in ” each. In the 
first case the form itself being as a whole ” in ” each of several 
separate things is ” outside ” itself {i,e. it is, after all, many and not 
one, contrary to the Socratic thesis of its unity). In the second 
case, the form is divisible (/utc/jto-rm'), and thus becomes many by 
division just as, on the alternative view, it becomes many by multi- 
plication ; the whole form is thus ” in ” no one of the things called 
after it, and thus they are not really entitled to the ” common 
name ” (131^-^). Thus we have an apparent reduclio ad absiirdum 
of the ” hypothesis ” of ” participation ” ; it permits of only two 
alternative interpretations and you are led, by a slightly different 
route, to the same denial of the hypothesis itself, whichever alter- 
native you adopt. The hypothesis is thus ” self -refuting.” (The 
precise meaning of the reasoning by which the second of the alter- 
natives is refuted in the special case of the form “magnitude” is 
obscure, but seems to be this. If you say that one thing is bigger 
than another in virtue of the presence in it of a “ part ” of the form 
of ” magnitude,” less than the whole of the form, you are main- 
taining in effect that there is such a relation as ” not quite bigger 
than.” Thus you are committed to holding that, e.g., if A and B 
are segments of a straight line, the relation between them may be 
that is “ not quite longer ” than, or ” nearly longer ” than B, 
and this is manifestly nonsense. So, in the case of the form of 
“ smallness,” you are committed to the view that it would be 
significant to say that “ A is nearly smaller than B, but not quite 
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smaller.” But this is senseless. Either A is quite smalle r than B 
or it is not smaller at all. If there is any departure from strict 
equality, either A is definitely greater than B or it is definitely less 
than B, a perfectly valid argument against the notion of strictly 
” infinitesimal ” differences, which is exactly on a par with the 
argument of Zeno against the view of the point as a ” vanishing ” 
magnitude.) We note, of course, that the reasoning is not directed 
against the nxdity of forms, but against the assumj)ti()n that a 
form can be ” in ” or ” j)resent to ” soimdhing which is not 
a form. 

(b) 'riie reason and the only reason for Socrates’ doctrine' is 
the assumption that when several things have a common j)redicate. 
it is assumed tliat there is a single det(Tmiiiat(‘, reality (the form) 
denoted by this predicate. But it ought to follow that, since the 
common j^nnlicate can be affirmed of the form itself, there must be 
a sc'cond form ” present ” alike to the first form and the things 
which ” jxirticipate ” in it, and similarly, by the same reason, a 
third, and so on in indefinitum. Thus there must be no one single 
form of, e.g,, magnitude, but a simply infinite scries of forms of 
magnitude. ; thus, once more, the Socratic theory is shown to be 
self-refuting, and again it is the asserted ” presence ” of forms 
to things which has created the difficulty {i'^2a-h). 

In strict logic this reasoning is not conclusive, since it turns on a 
confusion between a predication and the assertion of an identity. 
E.g, David and Jonathan are a pair of friends, Orestes and Pylades 
are another pair. Both pairs have something in common, th(' 
cardinal number 2, which is ihc number of the members of each. 
But the number 2 is not itself a pair ; it is a number, and cannot be 
said to have a number. Since Plato’s object is merely to rehearse 
the objections of Eleatics to the Socratic doctrine in order to over- 
trump them by showing that their own methods can be turned 
with even more effect against their own theories, we need not 
suppose that he was unaware of this logical flaw, though he has no 
occasion to expose it. He had already made Socrates himself in 
the Republic (597c) remark in passing that if you once surrender the 
absolute unity of the form by admitting that there can be two 
forms of the same thing, you are committed to the ” infinite 
regress.” We may reasonably infer that this kind of reasoning was 
already current in Socrates’ own lifetime, not invented for the first 
time after his death by Eleatic critics of the positions ascribed to him 
in the Platonic dialogues. Hence I think it unlikely that this 
particular difficulty has anything to do with the difficulty urged, 
as Alexander of Aphrodisias tells us, by Polyxenus the Megarian 
against the doctrine of “ participation.” As I understand the state- 
ments of Alexander, the point of Polyxenus was that on the Platonic 
theory there ought to b(' not only visible men, like Socrates and 
Plato, and a form of man, but also a ” third ” man, intermediate 
between the two, exactly as, on the Platonic theory itself, there are 
certain ” mathematical objects ” intermediate between the form of 
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circularity and the visible diagram drawn on a black-board.^ I 
think also that when Aristotle talks of the “ third man " as a 
difficulty to which the doctrine of forms leads us,‘^ he is always 
intending to refer to this last-mentioned argument and not, as is 
commonly supposed, to '‘indefinite regress.” I have trii'd to 
argue the point fully in the essay already referred to (P/nlosop/ncal 
Studies, pp. 52-69). 

Zeno, and Socrates, pp. 255-270). 

(c) At this point .Socrates suggests a way of escape from the 
difficulty about the unity of tlu^ form. How if a form is really a 
” thought ” (vorjjjia) and therefore is not “in” things at all. but 
“in our minds ” (- i/^uxaTs) ? W(^ could then maintain its unity 

without exposing ourselves to either of the lines of argument (rt) 
and (ft). Parmenides, however, has a reply based on the principle 
which is employed in his own poem as the foundation of his criticism 
of all his precursors. You cannot think without thinking of some- 
thing — that is, of something real (to think of nothing would be 
equivalent to not thinking at all) ; this something is some one 
determinate thing which “ that thought thinks, as being there in 
all the instances.” In other words, what the thought thinks is 
always a form, (/f-g-, when you think of Socrates, Plato, and 
Aristotle, you think some definite predicate about them, such as, 
6\g., that they are all men, and thus we arc back at our old position. 
You arc thinking of man as a form “ present ” to thc^ three.) What 
then, on this view that a form is a thought, can the “ pn.'sence ” 
of the form to the thing mean ? Does it mean that a thing is a 
complex of thoughts and that everything thinks ? Or would you 
admit that there are “ thoughts which do not think ” ? (i32ft-c). 

Once more, the difficulty is one not about the reality of the 
form but about the possibility of the “ presence ” of it to something 

^ Thus we can distinguish (i) the circle of which we give the equation in 
analytical geometry, (2) the terrestrial equator, ( 3) the black line on a terrestrial 
globe which stands for the equator. (i) is the form, (2) is an invisible perfect 
" instance " of the form, (3) a visible and imperfect embodiment of the form. 
On Polyxenus see Early Greek Philosophy, Part T., pp. 254, 250-200. It has 
been suggested that the dilTiculties urged by Parmenides were originally raised 
against Plato himself l)y his pupil Aristotle, and that it is in acknowledgment 
of this that the Aristotle who was afterwards one of the “ Thirty ” figures as a 
character in the dialogue and is made the respondent throughout the second 
part. The fancy must be rejected for the following reasons : (i) Aristotle only 
entered the Academy in the year 367, the very year of Plato’s departure for 
Syracuse, as a mere lad. It may even be doubted whether he can have held 
any personal intercourse with Plato until after the end of Plato’s first visit to 
Dionysius 1 1 ; (2) the one real point of contact between the Aristotelian 
criticism of Plato and the Parmenides is the supposed identity of the rplroi 
dpOpiOTTos with the argument from the “ regress.” If the two are not identical, 
this point of contact disappears. Even if they are, the very fact that Aristotle 
refers to the argument by such a nickname indicates that it was something 
already familiar. (3) As has been finally established by Jaeger in his Aris- 
toteles, Aristotle’s divergence from the Academy on the doctrine of forms 
was first indicated in the work Trepi ^i\o(To 4 >ias shortly after Plato's death, llis 
earlier works, so far as we know them {Eudemus, Protrepticus), are wholly 
Platonic in spirit. 

* Met. 9906 15 ff. = io79rt II f[., 1039a % £f., 10596 8 ff. ; S.E. 1786 36. 
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which is not a form. Socrates has just sugg(‘stcd that the form 
or universal may be just a “thought in our minds," a imy of 
looking at things. The theory is, in fact, that historically known to 
us as Nominalism, though ('onceptualism would be a bc^tter name' 
for it. It treats a “ significant universal " simply as a point of 
view from which the mind contrives to look at a plurality of things 
with a single glance. We find it convenient, as making for 
“ economy of mental effort," to look at Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, 
all tog(‘ther as “ inslanc(\s of the univ(‘rsal 7nan " ; according to the 
theory, the (‘inployment of this coininon name " man " only i m- 
presses the fact that we have effected this economy and nothing 
more ; what is common to Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, is siinjdy that 
we have succeeded in viewing them together and have therefore 
giviui them the common name. Parmenides’ objection is, in 
])rinciple, that the name remains insignificant unless there really is 
a “ common nature " which jnstifii's the common name. But if 
the common “ nature " is a “ thought in our minds," then flu* 
things which are said to have this common nature must be just 
complexes of thoughts, and we shall have to say that everything 
whatever thinks, or, alti'rnatively, since in any case a thing is assumed 
to be a complex of forms, and forms have beiui di'clared to be 
thoughts, that there are “ thoughts which do not think " [avoi^ra 
i'(njfi(iT<i). The suggested Conceptualism, it should be noted, would 
be just as fatal to Aristotelianism as to Platonism. On the Aris- 
totelian view, though there are no universals anle res, there are 
universals in rebus, and it is only because there arc universals in 
rebus that there arc also universals in the intellcctiis of the scientific 
thinker. As against the Conceptualism which, like that of Mach 
or Karl Pearson, denies that universals exist at all except in in- 
tellcctu, where thc-y are mcrel3^ labour-saving devices, “ conceptual 
shorthand," the rejoinder of Parmenides seems decisive. As to 
the source of this Conceptualism, it is not easy to say anything 
with confidence. The best suggestion known to me is that made 
ad loc. by (irote,^ who calls attention to a statement of Simplicius 
(commenting on Arist. Cat. 8b 25) that the “school of Erctria " 
maintained that “ qualities " are ij/iXal ewouu, “ mere thoughts," 
“ mere notions." Since Menedemus of Erctria and his follow'crs 
were famous formal logicians and agreed with the Eleatics of 
Megara in objecting to negative pri’dieation (Diog. Laert. ii. 135), 
it seems to me that Grote is probably on the right track, and that 
we are still dealing with a criticism on the theory of forms derived 
from Eleatic sources. 

(d) Socrates next falls back on what Aristotle regarded as the 
Pythagorean formula for the relation between form and thing. 
The form is an archetype or model (TrapdSety/xa) , the other things 
called by its name are likenesses (o/xoid/xaTu) of it, so that the 
relation between sensible thing and form is that the “ thing " is a 
^ Grote, Plato and the other Companions of Socrates (ed. 1885), vol. iii. 
74 n. 2 . 
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" copy ” of the form. (This would, ai)parcntly, save the unity of 
the form by suggesting that there may be many “ imitations of 
one form just as there may l)e many copies of tlie same original.) 
Parmenides again argues tliat the theory refutes itself. For 
'' resemblance '' is a symmetrical relation. Ji A is like B, B is also 
like A. It follows that the form must be like the things whicli 
“ resemble it.’* And, since the theory itself explains the likeness 
of one thing to another by the existence of a common archetype' 
of both, we must account for the likeness of form to thing " 
by postulating a more ultimate archetype of both, and so on in 
indefinit uni ( 1 32^^- 1 33^) . 

As before, the difficulty really arises from a fallacy. As Ih'oclus 
rightly says, tlie relation {)f copy to original is not simply one of 
likeness. (It is in fact a relation of resemblance | (Uauvation, and 
this relation is not symmetrical. My reflection in tlu' glass is a 
reflection of my face, but my face is not a reflection of it.) It 
should be specially remarked that the suggestion that the relation 
between form and “ thing ” is one of “ likeness ” is not offered as 
an alternative to the doctrine of “ participation,” but as a further 
sfXicification of its precise meaning (132^ 3, y avry . . . riav 

etStuv oiJK ilWy TLs y €lKa(rOyvaL avroh), and that Parmenides meets 
both formulae with precisely the same objection that they appear 
to involve the ” indefinite regress.” 

(e) The grav(\st difficulty of all has yet to Ix' faced. It is that 
the recognition of two “ worlds,” presuppos(‘d by Socrates, a world 
of forms and an ” other ” world of ” things ” which somc-how 
” partake ” of the forms, l(‘ads direct to complete scepticism (i33tf- 
135c). For the world of wliich each of us is a na'inbcr is cx hvpothesi 
not the world of forms, but the ” other ” world (since it had been 
observed at the outset that each of us is a man, none of us is the 
” form of man ”). Consequently the. relations between forms 
will belong exclusively to the world or system of related forms ; 
corresponding relations of which ” we ” are terms will belong to 
”our world” and will have their correlates within “our world.” 
There will be a relation between ” master " as such and ” servant ” 
as such, and the terms of this will be the form of master and the 
form of servant. But each of us will be master or servant to 
another man, and the relation between this pair will fall outside 
the world of forms ; it will connect one man with another man, not 
with a form. So the correlate of the form of knowledge will be 
Reality as such. But the correlate of our knowledge will be such 
reality as the objects of our world possess. And it is admitted that 
” our ” knowledge is not the form of knowledge (that is, the know- 
ledge we have is partial and imperfect). Its counterpart therefore 
is not the completc'ly real. We are precluded from knowing what 
real good is, for the counterpart of a merely relative and partial 
knowledge must be a relative and partial reality. And we may 
invert the argument with even more startling results. God, at 
any rate, might be supposed to possess ” absolute ” or ” perfect ” 



THE PARMENIDES 


359 


knowledge. But, by our previous reasoning, it follows that God 
knows nothing of our imperfectly real world. And in the same 
way, we may deny the rule of God over us, on the ground that the 
correlate of human subject is human superior. In a word, the 
consequence of a theory of two distinct “ worlds or ord(*rs " 
will be that every relation falls wholly within one of the two ; 
th(‘rc can be no relation connecting a member of the one world with 
a member of the other. (In the mouth of an Eleatic, of course, 
this means that one of the two worlds ” is an illusion, and that 
OIK* is the supposed “ sensibh; world.’’ PariiU'nides, who wrote 
the words raiVo yap liTTL I'octr t€ Ka\ (“ it is the same*, thing 
which can be thought of and can be ”), has no intention of surrender- 
ing the “ intelligible ” world, and any interpretation of the Par- 
menides which assumes that its object is to discredit the reality of 
the intelligible is necessarily false). 

Yet to deny the reality of forms is destructive of thought itself, 
since it amounts to a denial of th(‘ possibility of definite knowledge. 
If Socrates has been badly i)erplexed by the discussion which has 
just been closed, it is because, in his zeal, he has attempted to 
enunciate his doctrine about forms without a sufficient preparatory 
discipline in arid and apparently “ iiselc^ss ” formal logic. The 
kind of discipline required may be exemplified by Zeno’s famous 
antinomies, but needs to go even b('yond them. Zeno had 
attempted to prove the thesis that “ reality is many ” self-refuting 
by showing that it can hi) made to lead to pairs of contradictory 
conclusions. For a really searching investigation it is not enough 
to ask what follows from the as.sertion of a thesis, but also what 
follows from the denial of it. E.g. Zeno should have asked not 
merely, “ If things are many, what can be asserted about the many 
things, and what about the unit, and about the relation of the two ? ” 
but also, “If things are not many, what follows about plurality, 
the unit, and their relations ? ” (It was not enough to argue that the 
consequences of Pluralism are self-contradictory ; the same issue 
should have been raised about the consequences of denying 
Pluralism.) Complet(^ investigation of any proposed philosophical 
principle demands this twofold consideration of the implications 
both of its assertion and of its denial (135&-136C). 

In these remarks, which effect a transition to the second half of 
the dialogue, there are two interesting implications. If Parmenides 
ascribes the helplessness of the young Socrates in face of the diffi- 
culties just raised to want of training in formal logic, we may infer 
that the suggestion is that the apparently formidable arguments 
are themselves fallacious and would be seen to be so by a more 
practised logician. That is, the fault of Plato’s Megarian critics 
is not that they are logicians, but that they are not logical enougfi. 
If we are only thorough enough with our logic, the alleged logical 
objections to the metaphysic of forms will vanish of themselves. 
It seems further to be meant that the particular fault of these 
logicians is one-sidedness. They scrutinize the consequences of the 
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Socratic and Platonic assertion of the " j)articipation " of sensibJ(.* 
things in forms, but they forg(‘t to consider whether the denial of 
the assertion may not involve worse antinomies than those they 
have delected in the Platonic dialogues. Plato is, in fact, suggest- 
ing that he. knows how to play tlu' game of formal logic according 
to the rules even bettt^r than the famous professionals themselves. 
Beyond these significant hints that what we need is not less but 
moHi logic, the dialogue provides no solution of the probUun it has 
raised. 

In the second part of tlie dialogue Parmenides consents to give 
an elaborate ('xampU' of the kind of logical method hc‘ has been 
r(‘Commending, clioosing as tlu^ respondent to his queestions the 
youngest meinlxu' of the part^^ Aristot('les, on the ground that his 
very youth will be a guarantee that his answers will bt^ given without 
finesse of any kind. The thesis selected for examination is, natur- 
ally enough, J’armenides' own principle that ''reality is one.'’ 
(136^-1376’. Tt is significant that he speaks of the whole* proceeding 
as an elaborate " game " (TraiSid), a plain hint that the* antinomies 
now to follow are not to be taken quite .seriously, and that we must 
not be surpriseei if there is a temch of conscious " sophistry " about 
some of them. In fact, it is incre‘dible that Plato should not have 
known that some of them are pure fallacies. But, as lus piurpose is 
simply to sliow that the methods of his critics can be made to recoil 
on themselves, it is strictly fair that he should play their garni* by 
their own rules. Any kind of reasoning they permit thems(*lves 
IS equally permissible in a “ skit ” upon them.) 

According to the j^rogramme already laid down by Parmenides, 
we should expect to find him raising four problems: (i) if the real 
is one, what can bi^ as.serted about this one real ? (2) if the real is 
one, what can b(^ said about “ the many"? (3) if the real is not 
one, what can be said about tiic one ? (4) if the real is not one, what 
can be s.aid about tlu* many ? But by a further refinement, each 
of these questions is raised twice over, the purpose being to show 
that on ('it her assumption (that the real is one or that it is not one) 
you can make it appear at pleasure either that contradictory 
predicates can be both affirmed or both denied alike of the one 
and of the many. Thus we get altogether eight arguments forming 
four " antinomies " — two in which tlic subject of both thesis and 
antithesis is the one, and two in which it is the many. The issue is 
that the aiiparent dilemma to which Socrates hacl been reduced 
at the end of the first part of the dialogue, that knowledge of the 
real is equally impossible with or without his theory about forms 
and " participation," is more than matched by the dilemma offered 
to the Eleatics, and maliciously offen'd through the mouth of 
their own founder Parmenides professing to be applying their 
own peculiar method, that, whether you accept or reject their 
Monism, you must either .simultaneously as.sert or simultaneously 
deny both members of an indefinite series of contradictory pairs of 
propositions. 
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The formal arrangeiiient of the eight “ hypotlicses " is this : 



1. If the real is one, nothing whatever can be asserted of it 
(137c -H2a). 

II. Ij the real is one, everything can be asserted of it (iA2h^~ 
i57c;.i 


I III. // the real is one, every tiling can be asserted of “ things 
^1 other tliaii the one" (157/^-1501^^;. 

" I IV. If the real is one notliing can be asserted of " things otJier 
[ than the one " (150/^ iCiOh). 

r V. If the one is unreal, everything can be asserted of it (1606- 
C-' 

I \ I If the one is unreal, nothing at all can be asserted of it 
I (i 6 ^b-i 64 b). 

r \T 1 . If the one is unreal, everything can be asserted about 
j I " things otlicr than the one " 

^^'1 VUI. If the one is unreal, nothing can be asserted about anything 
I (i65£?-i06cj. 


It would be taking Plato's metaphysical jest too gravely to make 
a minute extimination oi all the details of these bewildering argu- 
ments. It will be sufficient to point out the peculiar character of 
the dialectical method em])loyed and to summariz.e the. results, 
d'hc peculiarities of the method are dictated by the consideration 
that it is avowedly a ])arody of that of Zeno. Now Ztaio’s s])ecial 
trick of fence, a perfectly legitimate* one*, was to turn one-half of the 
assumed “ postulates ” of his opponents against tlie other half. 
'This is the secret, for example, of the* famous " paradoxes ” about 
motion. 'I he double assumption of the geometi'rs whom Ze'uo is 
criticizing is that (a) any finite segment of a straight line can be 
bisected, (b) such a segment is a path between two end-points 
which arc finite minima of magnitude. The geometc'rs cannot givi* 
up (a) without ruining their wholes scientific edifice ; they cannot 
giv(' up {h) without destroying the parallelism between geometry 
and arithmetic which is part of their s^^stem. Zeno turns (^f) against 
{b). From (a) it follows at once that there must be an eiulh^ss seri(‘s 
of points mterniediatc between any two given “ end-ix>ints," and 
this is fatal to the view that the point has a finite magnitiuk*. His 
reasoning silences his opponents because they are not prepared to 
surrender («) by admitting the existenc(^ of “ iiuiivisibh* lines/’ 
nor yet to give up (b) by regarding the point as a geometrical zrio. 
In exactly the same way, the hypothesis " of the Eleatics " if 
It is one ” or “ if there is One " — as t/uy understand it, ri'ally covers 
two assumptions — (a) unity is real, (b) reality is unity ; IMato’s 
trick is to play off one of these assumptions against the other. This 
will come out more clearly if we compare the main positions of the 
antithetical members of each “ antinomy.” 

A. I. ” It is one;” therefore, “it ” is not many, and therefore 
is not a whole and has no parts. Ergo it has neither beginning, 


^ The main argument ends at i35<' 3. Wliat follows down to 137/^ 3 is an 
ap^iended special development which would, in a modern writing, be relegated 
to a note. 
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middle, nor last part. Ergo it is unbounded {airtipov) and has no 
figure “ It has no place, since it cannot be '' in 

anything. Ergo it ” cannot change its place, nor can it change 
its quality without ceasing to be one. Thus “ it ” cannot move. 
Nor yet can it be at rest,” since we have seen that it cannot be 
” in ” any place at all, and therefore not ” in the same place where 
it was.” It cannot be identical with or other than anything. For 
it cannot be id{mtical with anything but itself, nor yet different from 
itself. Nor can it be different from something ” other ” than itself. 
If it were, it would be different from the other in virtue of some 
point of difference ; thus it would have two characters at once : 
it would be one and also ” different ” from something in some specific 
way. That is, it would ” be ” two things at once, whereas, by 
hypothesis, it is one and only one. So again, it cannot be identical 
with itself. For ” to be one ” and ” to be identical with ” arc not 
the same. Once more, if ” it ” were ” identical with its('lf,” it would 
have two characters, unity and identity, and so would be two and 
not one. For similar reasons, ” it ” can neither be like nor unlike 
itself or anything else. Again, it can be neither equal nor unequal 
to itself or to anything else. For terms are equal when they are 
of ” the same measures ” (roir avruyv jjL^rpwv, 1406). And ” it,” 
as we have seen, cannot be ” the same ” with anything in any 
respect and yet remain one. Nor can it be unequal to anything. 
That would mean that it has ” more ” or ” fewer ” measures than 
something, and therefore that it has parts. 

So it can have no temporal predicates. It cannot be contem- 
porary with, nor more nor less ancient than itself or anything els(' 
(the reasoning being (jxactly like that just used about equality and 
inequality). It cannot, then, be in time at all. For we may say 
of whatever occupies time, but of nothing else, that {a) it is at any 
moment ” becoming older ” than itself and also ” becoming 
younger ” than itself ; and (6) that its existence fills just the 
duration it does, and neither more nor le.ss, and so it is ” simul- 
taneous with,” ” of the same age as ” itself. Since neither state- 
ment can be made! about the one, it cannot be “in time.” There- 
fore, we must not say of it, “ it was,” “ it became,” “ it will be,” 
“ it will come to be,” .since all these (^xpres.sions involve reference 
to past or future, that is, to time. But the very word “ is ” or 
“ comes to be ” also involves a reference to time, to present time. 
And therefore we may not say of “ it ” that “ it is ” or “ it be- 
comes,” since “it ” is not in time at all. But if we cannot say 
“ is ” of the ont\ we cannot ascribe being to it. It must be non- 
('xistent. And if it is non-existent, it cannot even be one, for to be 
one, it would have to be. But what is nothing at all can neither 
be named, spoken of, thought of, known, nor perceived by the 
senses. Thus we actually deduce from the proposition “ it is one ” 
the conclusion that nothing what.soevcr can be thought or said 
about “it.” 

It has been a.sked what the “ it ” presupposed as the subject 
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of the thesis “ it is one is. The answer, as the character of the 
reasoning shows, is “ anything whatever which is conceived to be 
a mere undifferentiated unity admitting no plurality whatsoever.” 
The argument is that all affirmation implies plurality of some kind<. 
possibility of distinguishing. If there, is anything which is such a 
mere undifferentiated unity that there are no distinctions within 
it, you cannot even aflirm of it that it is one. It is the “ hypothesis ” 
of the Eleatics that their “ One,” which is the only thing there is, 
is just such a bare unit, and this hypothesis is self-nduting. We 
note then, that in 1., in the hypothesis “ if there is one,” the emphasis 
falls on the unity of reality, not on the reality of unity. The assump- 
tion is that ” wiiat is is one,” not that ” something which is one is.” 
The work of turning that part of the Eleatic ” hypothesis ” against 
the oth(‘r is undertaken in 11. 

11 . If the one is {h d lanv), it “partakes of” being. It has 
two distinct characters ; it is, and it is one. Thus it has “ parts ” 
(or, as we should say, distinct “ asp(‘cts ”). Unity and existence 
are' parts, or constituents of “ the existing one,” which is therefore 
a whole. And each of these “ parts,” on inspection, is found to 
have itself the same two “ parts.” Each is a constituent of the 
“ (ixisting one ” and each is one such constituent. The “ existing ” 
one “ is thus an infinite manifold (aTrcipor 7 T\y) 6 o%). Again, unity 
is different from existence, and difference is itself something 
different from both existence and unity. Here then are several 
terms — unity, existence, difference — which can be grouped into pairs. 
Each pair has a number — the number 2. We have thus established 
the existence of the numbers i and 2, and the addition of i and 2 
establishes the existence of 3. We can then go on, by addition 
and multiplication, to establish the existence of the whole integer- 
series as a direct consequence of the existence of “ the one.” Being 
thus has an infinite plurality of parts, and each of these parts is one 
part ; there arc as many units as there are “ parts ” of being. Thus 
not only “ being ” but “ unity ” itself turns out to be infinitely 
many. 

Since parts are parts of a whole, they are contained by the whole 
and thus have a bound (ttc^kx?). The “existing one,” then, is not 
only indefinitely many or boundless, but is also bounded, and there- 
fore has first, last, and intermediate parts — beginning, middle, and 
end. Thus it has a shape or Jor^n of some kind. It is “ in ” 

itself, for all the parts are in the whole, and “ the one ” is at once 
“ all the parts ” and “ the whole.” But equally the whole is not 
in the parts, either singly or taken together. To be in them all, it 
would have to be in each singly, and that is impossible. But it 
must be somewhere, if it is anything, and, as it cannot be “in 
itself,” it must be “ in ” something else. Thus, considered as 
“ all the parts,” it is in itself; considered as “ the whole,” it is in 
something not itself. Since it is “ in itself ” and so in one place 
(cV kvL) it is at rest ; but since it is “always in something else,” it 
cannot be at rest, and so is moving. The one is neither a part of 
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itself nor related to itself as whole to part, nor different from itself ; 
hence it is identical with itself. But, as we said, it is also outside 
itself, and therefore different from itself. Of course, also it is 
different from the things which are other than itself. But it is also 
identical with these otlier things. For there can be no difference 
in what is “ the same.” Hence ” difference ” can never be ” in ” 
anything, for, if it were so for the smallest fraction of a moment, it 
would be, for that time, ” in the same thing.” Hence the things 
which are not the one are not different from the one. Nor do they 
‘‘partake ” of it; for then they would not be “not one,” but, 
” in a sense, one.” So they are not a whole of which the one is a 
part. And they are not parts of the one. The only possibility 
left is that they are identical with the one. 

The one is different from other things, and they are neither 
more nor less different from it, but to a ” like ” degree. Thus 
the one and other things are alike because different. But if differ- 
ence imj)li(^s likeness, identity will imply unlikeness, and the one 
and other things have just been shown to be identical. Therefore, 
because identical, they are unlike. And yet again, in so far as two 
terms havci the same predicate they arc alike, and in so far as they 
have diffi.Tent })redicates they are unlike. So the one and other 
things will be alike because identical, and unlike because different. 
.\nd since the oiu.‘ has been shown to be both identical with and 
different from itsedf, it must be both like and unlike itself. 

Since the one is both ” in ” itself and ‘‘ in ” other things, it 
will have contact with itself and with them. But things which are 
in contact must occupy adjoining regions Kcarhai), and 

that which is one cannot occupy two adjoining regions. Hence the 
ou(^ is not in contact with itself. But once more, nothing has 
contact with itself, and if there are to be contacts, there must b(' 
;/ f-i things in contact. Now the ‘‘things other than the one” 
cannot have any number, since what has a number ‘‘ partakers of 
unity.” rhere can therefore be no contact between the oik' and 
other things, sinct' contact implies number. 

Again, the one is at once equal to and unequal to itself and to 
” other things.” (a) If a is > b, this means that the form of /leyeOo^ 
is in a relatively to b, and th(i form of (TfjnKpoTrj^; in b relatively to a ; 
if a is to be absolutely small or large, this means that the form 
(TpiKporyj^ or fxey€0(}s is ‘‘ ill ” a. But neither pAy^Oo^ nor a-fUKpory]^ can 
be ‘‘ in ” tlu^ one as a whole or in any part of it. For if a- fxLKporvj^ is 
in the oiU‘ as a whole it is equal with the one, and if it ‘‘ (uivelops ” 
it it is grt'ater than the one ; in either case tlui form apnKporr]^ 
would be ” doing the function ” of the different form IcroTYjs or 
/xeye^os. And the same reasoning applies if we suppose cr/xtKpoTy;? 
to be in any one part of the one. We may argue in the same 
way, mntatis ^nutandis, about p.iyiOo%. Thus (rpnKpoTr)^ and piiyeOo^ 
cannot be “in ” anything whatever, and it follows that nothing, 
except the form of piyebo^, can be “ greater than ” anything, and 
nothing except the form of o-pnKpoTT}^ ‘‘ less than ” anything. 
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Hence neither the one nor what is other than the one can be greater 
or smaller than the other, and therefore they must be equal. For 
the same reason, the one can be neither grc'aler nor smaller than 
itself, and is therefore equal to itself, [h) Since the one is “ in ” 
itself, it contains and is contained by itself, and thus must be, as 
container greater, as contained less than, itself. Further, there is 
nothing outside the one and things other than the one. And what- 
ever is must be som(*where, and consequently the one and “ the 
others " must be in eacli other reciprocally, and therefore each of 
these terms is at once greater and less than the other. And then - 
fore also the one will be metrically of “ ecpial," “ more numerous,’* 
“ f(‘W(‘r ” measures, and so numerically equal with, higher and 
lower than, itsc'lf and “ the others.’* 

Once nx)r(', “ if there is one.” the one is. And is expresses 
present participation of being. Hence the one is ” in time.” And 
time “ goes on ” {Trofiev€Tai). Hc^nce the one is always getting 
old(T than itself as time goes on, and therefore, since ” older 
always has ” younger ” as its correlate, it is always getting younger 
than itself also. And at any moment in this process, it is both 
older and younger than itself. And yet it tills the same duration 
as itself, iK'ither more nor less, and so neitlier is nor grows older 
nor younger than itself. Again, before th(Te can be sev('ral things, 
there must be on(‘ to start with. Hence th(' ” one ” must have 
come to bc' b(*fore ” the others ” ; it must be more ancituit than 
“ the other things.” Yet we proved that the one has “ })arts,” 
beginning, middle, end. Its beginning must have com(‘ to be before 
itself ; the one itself will not be there until its end also comes to be. 
Thus the one is the last thing to come to be ; ('verything else is 
more ancient than the one. But, after all, each ” part ” of the one 
is one part, and thus wlKUiever anything comes to be, the one emnes 
to be, and the one thus comes to Ix^ contemporaiK'ously with 
everything else. Next, if one thing is older or younger than 
another, the interval in age betwecui thi' two never grows greater or 
less. So we may sa}^ that the om^ is more ancient or more recent 
than other things, but never grows more ancient or more recent. 
And yei, though the one has been “in being” (yeyorc) longer 
than “ the others,” the difference between their r(\s])eclive ages is 
steadily being relativ(‘ly diminished as tiiiK' goes on, and we may 
therefore say that, in so far as the one is more ancient than “ the 
others,” it steadily becomes less ancient relatively to them, and 
they more ancient relatively to it. But, in so far as it is less ancient 
than “ the others,” it is steadily growing, relatively to them, older, 
and they, relatively to it, younger. And finally, in so far as a time- 
interval remains the interval it is, the one is neither becoming more 
nor becoming less ancient than anything else. 

In conclusion, the one, “ partaking of time,” has past, present, 
future. It was, is, will be, was becoming, is becoming, will Ix^come. 
It stands, has stood, will .stand, in various relations. There can be 
knowledge of it, belief about it, perception of it, and therefore ii 
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can be named, described, and, generally, everything which was 
denied in I. must be affirmed. 

Appendix (i 55 dJ-i 576 ). — one, then, both is and is not, and 
its being is “ in time.’' It is during some intervals, during others 
it is not, since it cannot be said to be and not to be at once. It must 
pass through transitions from being to not-being and from not-bcing 
to being. It undergoes aggregation and disgregation, assimilation 
and dissimilation, augmentation and diminution. It begins to move 
and ceases to move. So these reversals of the sense of a process 
must also be in time.” And yet they cannot be ” in time ” ; the 
reversal must be strictly instantaneous, occupying no time, however 
paradoxical we may find the conception of an instant (to €4*ai</)i/rys) 
which is strictly without duration. At the instant of the reversal of 
sense, both members of a pair of antithetic processes must be denied 
of the one. At such an instant, it is not ” coming to be ” nor yet 
” passing away.” neither being aggregated nor being disgregated, 
neither being assimilated nor dissirnilated. As with states, so with 
processes ; both members of an antithesis must be asserted of the 
one and both must be denied. 

Perhaps the most striking feature of this argument to our own 
minds is this introduction at its close of the notion of an iincxtended 
” instant.” Plato is plainly stating exactly the paradoxes which 
beset the founders of the Calculus when they took the notion of the 
” infinitesimal ” seriously and mistakenly supposed that the Calculus 
really d(‘als either with infinit(isimal incremcuits or with ratios 
between infinitesimals. But the subtlety of some parts of the long 
development must not blind us to the fact that most of the reasoning 
throughout II, is purely sophistical and much of it clearly con- 
.sciousiy sophistical, and that tlui fallacies committed are mostly of 
a very obvious kind, such as equivocation between ” each ” and ” all 
collectively.” Plato can and does, in this very dialogue, when it 
suits his purpose, expose the very confusions in question and there- 
fore must not be supposed to be serious when he commits them. It 
is enough for his purpose to perplex the ” eristics ” by availing 
himself of fallacies of the kind which they habitually commit in 
their own argumentation. His parody of their elenchus is also an 
exposure of it. The one important point to keep in mind is that 
the conclusions to which he is led by his application of the. Eleatic 
methods to the Ek^atic ” hypothesis ” are not meant to be asserted 
as his own. They are .simply what happens to th(‘ ” hypothesis ” 
if you make the Eleatic criticize himself by his own methods. If 
we wish to know what Plato him.self thought of tlie bdeatic thesis, 
we must turn from the Parmenides to the Sophistes, where he is 
really criticizing it by the rules of a logic which is his own. P'or 
the present it is enough to remark that, just as in L, the emphasis 
was laid on the unity of ” what is,” with the consequence that being 
itself has to be denied of it, so in II. the emphasis is laid on its 
reality, with the consequence that the unity of the one has to be 
simultaneously affirmed and denied. So far, and no further, the 
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paradoxes of the Parmenides prelude to the positive results of the 
Sophisies, 

III. If the one is, what of “ other things ? Since they are 
“ other " things, they are not the one ; yet they must partake 
of ” it. For they must have parts (if they had not, they would 
be just '* the one ”), and therefore parts of one complete whole. 
And each of these parts must again be itself one definite part of the 
one whole. The ** other things ” are therefore a manifold or 
aggregate (TrXeta)). They must be a numerically infinite manifold, 
since each part ” participates in unity and therefore is not itself, 
in its own nature, one. And yet, in the act of participating in unity, 
each part is “ bounded ” or “ limited or determinate relatively 
to the wliok* and to any other part ; “ something arises in it ” 
which constitutes a bound (Wgas). The other things " are thus 
at once infinitely numerous and also bounded. In so far as all 
are “ unlimited/* each is like every other, and again each is like 
every other in exhibiting limit.** But in so far as each is at once 
unlimited and limited, each is unlike itself and the rest, and by 
similar reasoning we may show that all the antithetical pairs of 
predicates canvassed in I. and II. may be both affirmed and denied 
of the ** other ** things. 

IV. But let us consider the same question once more. “ The 
one ** and “ the others ** form a complete disjunction. Neither is 
the other, and there is no tertium quid. They are thus completely 

separated *’ [x'^npU). And what is strictly one can have no 
“ parts.** From these two premisses it follows that neither the 
one as a whole, nor a part ** of it, can be in “ the others.** They 
cannot participate in it in any sense. There is no unity in them, 
and therefore they are not even a manifold (noWa), and have no 
number. They are, after all, not both like and unlike *’ one an- 
other ; if they were, each of them would have in it two opposed 
forms, and would thus partake of two,** whereas we have just 
seen that none of them can even partake of one," and therefore 
we must also deny that either member of the alternative like- 
unlike " can be asserted of " the others.*' The same kind of 
reasoning will show that no predicates at all can be asserted of 
them. 

III. and IV. thus answer in inverted order to I. and II. In III., 
as in II., the emphasis falls on the reality of the Elt'atic ov cr, 
in IV. as in I., on its unity. III. proves for m akXa what IT had 
proved for to cr. IV. undertakes to prove of them what 1 . had 
established for to cv. The total result of I. -IV. is sumiiK'd up for 
us at 1606 2 : “ If the one is, the one is everything and is nothing 
at all, relatively alike to itself and to ‘ the others.' ** 

V. We come to the second half of the complete dialectical 
investigation proposed at 136^-6. If the one is not, what follows ? 
When a man says " if the one is not,** or "if magnitude is not," 
or generally "if x is not," he is making an intelligible supposition. 
Whether we say that " the one " is or that it is not, we mean the 
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same thing by “ one ” in both cases, and we mean something de- 
finite. So we may put our question in the form, “ If the one is not, 
what must be true of it ? ” (rt xpij dmt). It must be knowable, or 
the statement “ there is no one,** “ the one does not exist,*’ would 
have no sense. “ The others ** must be different from it, and it 
from them. Thus we must be able to call the one “ that ** or 
this ** and to ascribe relations to it. We must not say that it is, 
but we are bound to say that it “ partakes of ** many things (has 
many predicates). It is unlike anything else, but like itself. It 
is not equal to tol aXXa, for then it would be like them ; Iience it is 
unequal to them, and therefore has magnitude, is greater and less. 
But whatever is greater than x and less than y is equal to something. 
Thus the one must, after all, be equal to something. It must 
also have hein^ of some kind (fierex^iv tty} oiVta?), because we can 
ascribe true predicates to it, just as “ what is ” must partake of not- 
being, since it “ is not ** whatever can be truly denied of it, so 
“ what is not *’ must in a sense be, since “ it is ” whatever can be 
significantly predicated of it. And since the “ non-existent one ” 
thus both is and is not, it must pass from one of these conditions 
to the other and so change. It must exhibit motion. But again, 
it is nowhere, and thus cannot change its place, nor rotate, nor 
suffer change in quality (h>r if it did, it could no longer be “the 
one**). Thus it has no motion, and so is at rest. But it is also 
moving and therefore* does change in quality, for whatever has 
moved “ is no longer as it was but otherwise.’* I'he one, then, 
alters and does not alter, and so at once “ comes to be ’’ and “ passes 
away ** and does neither. Everything can be affirmed of it and 
everything denied. (Thus V. corriLsponds to II. ; all that had been 
]m)ved of the one in TI. on the assumption that the one is, is proved 
of it in V. on the assumption that it is not.) 

VI. And yet again, “ if the one is not,** that iiK'ans that being 

is wholly denied of it. denial is absolute and must be under- 

stood without qualification. If the one is not, it cannot come to 
he, nor pass out of being, since it can neither get nor lose what is, 
ex hypothesi, wholly fonugn to it. Neithiu' can it alter in any way. 
for the same reason, ami therefore it cannot move. Nor can it lx* 
at rest, for to be at rest is to he ** in the same place ** at successive^ 
times. It can have no ixedicates or relations, for if it had any, it 
would he whatever you truly assert of it. Hence it cannot be 
known, thought of, perceived, spoken of, or named. (Thus what 
was jxoved about the one in I. on the assumption that it exists, is 
now proved on the assumption that it does not exist. In either 
case nothing can be affirmed or denied of it.) 

VII. “ // the one is not,” what must he said of “ the others ** 
They must be “ other than ** and therefore different (hepa) from 
something or we could not call them “ the others.** As there is 
no “ one ** from which they could differ, they must be different 
from one another. They must also be different infinite assemblages 
(oyKoi), not different units, since, ex hypothesi, there is no unit. 
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Each of them must be an infinite assemblage, different from the 
rest of these assemblages, which falsely seems on a distant view to 
be one single thing. Since each such assemblage seems to be one 
thing, there will seem to be a definite number of them, and there 
will seem to be a least among them, though this again will seem to 
be many and numerous by comparison with its own compoiK'iits. 
Each assemblage will be bounded by others (will have a Tr€pa<;), 
but will have in itself neither first term, middle, nor last term (i.e, 
t‘ach assemblage will b(‘ an infinite seric.s without end-terms, and 
every component of it will b(‘ another assemblage of the same type). 
Thus each will seem to be both bounded and unbounded, to b(‘ like 
or unlike any other, according as we take a distant or a near \aew 
of it. (In general, all that III. had said of ra uXXa will appear to 
be true of them.) 

VlII. And yt‘t, to go over the ground for a last time, “ if ther(‘ 
is no one.” rk aXXa oliviously cannot be on(\ And they cannot 
be many, for tlien each of the many w'oiild be one. They must be 
zeros, and no multitude can be constructed out of zeros. And they 
do not even seem to be one or to be many. By hypothesis, ” the 
unit ” is just nothing at all, and hence nothing can even seem to be 
a unit ; a fortiori nothing can S(‘em to be many, a collection of units. 
By carrying the tliought out it would follow that rk aXXa have none 
of the positive or negative determinations we have ascribed to 
them, and do not even seem to have any. Nothing can he thought 
or said of them, (a conclusion which answ'cTS to that drawn in IV.). 
I'hus we may summarize the result of our whole series of antinomies 
by saying that ” whether the one is or is not, it and ‘ the others * 
alike, are and seem to be, and also are not and do not seem to be, 
all sorts of things (TruVra), relatively both to themselves and to one 
another ” (i66c 2 ). 

In the four discussions which take for their point of departure 
the non-existence of the ” one ” or ” unit,” even more obviously 
than in those which have preceded, the ultimate source of our per- 
plexities is the ambiguity of the word ” is.” We get contradictory 
results according as ” is ” is taken to be the symbol of predication 
(Peano’s e), or that of existence (Peano's 3).^ Many of the infer- 
ences turn simply on this confusion of a predication with what we 
now call an ” existential proposition.” It is legitimate parody 
to employ this fallacy, because, as w'e can see from the remains of 
the poem of Parmenides, the whole point of Eleaticism li(‘S in 
ignoring the distinction. To make it clear, and to show that 
Eleaticism had ignored it, is, in fact, the main purpose of Plato's 
Sophistes. So long as he is merely undertaking to show^ that the 
Eleatic logic would be even more damaging to the Eleatic ” postu- 
late ” than to the Socratic postulate of he is fully entitled 

^ There is, of course, a further confusion of both with the symbol of 
identity ( = ). The poposition A is an a is treated on occasion as implying both 
A exists a.nd A is identical with a. (Not to mention the further refinement 
that existence also apj)ears to be itself a vox equivocal 
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to avail himself of the double-edged tools of his opponents. It does 
not follow that Plato himself was not alive to the ambiguity when he 
wrote the Parmenides and only discovered it in tlic interval between 
the composition of that dialogue and of the Sophistes, The pre- 
sumption from the skilful way in which he makes or ignores the 
distinction in the Parmenides just as it suits his immediate purpose 
is tliat his own logical doctrine is already complete in his own mind ; 
the parody of Megarian dialectic probably serves a double purpose. 
It j)rovides a highly (‘ujoyable philosophical jest, and also provokes 
th(‘ thoughtful mind, by t he manifest impossibility of the conclusions 
reached, to reflections which may prompt the reader to discover the 
sources of tlK‘ troulde for himself, without waiting to hav^e them 
explained to him l)y Plato. Mori' than any other dialogue tlu* 
Parmenides has the appearance of being written for a rather circum- 
scribed group of readers ; it was pn'sumably meant to amuse the 
literary circles Init to fructify in the stmkmts of the Academy* 
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CHAPTER XV 


SOPHISTES-POUTJ C US 

T he dialogues which we have still to consider all reveal 
themselves, by steady approximation to the. style character- 
istic of th(i as belonging to the latest period of Idato’s 

activity as a writer. In particular they all agr(‘e linguistically in 
the adoption of a number of the stylistic graces of Isocrates, par- 
ticularly the artificial avoidance of hiatus, a thing quite new in the 
prose of Plato. They also agree, as regards their form, in two 
important respects. All of them are formal expositions of doctrine 
by a leading character speaking with authority ; the part of the 
other speakers is merely to assent, and then^ is no longer any 
thoroughly dramatic eliciting of truth from the clash of mind with 
mind ; in every case, except that of the Philebus where there is a 
good reason for the exception, Socrates is allowed to fall into the 
background, and in the Laws he is absent. To account for so 
marked a change in manner even from the Theactetus and Par- 
menides, it seems necessary to suppose a reasonably long interval 
of interruption in Plato's literary activity, and if, as we have seen 
reason to think, the Theaeteius was composed just before Plato's 
visit to Syracuse in the year 367, we can account for the interruption 
by the known facts of his life. From 367 down to at least 361-360, 
the year of Plato’s second and longer sojourn with Dionysius 11 and 
his final resolution to take no further direct part in tlie affairs of 
Syracuse, he must have been too fully occupied in other ways to 
have much time for composition. We must probably, therefore, 
think of this whole group of latest dialogues as written in the thir- 
teen last years of Plato's life, 360-348/7. Since the Sophistes and 
Poliiicus attach themselves outwardly to the Theaeteius, and the 
former, in fact, contains the critical examination of Eleatic prin- 
ciples which that dialogue had half promised, it is reasonable to 
hold, as most recent critics do, that the Sophistes opens tlic series. 
Tlie curious slate of the text of the Laws — it is not permissible to 
account for it by the arbitrary assumption that our MSS. are less 
trustworthy for the Laws than for other works — seems to show 
that the work had never received the author's final revision. Thus 
Plato's activity as a writer has no assignable terminus ad quern earlier 
than his death. Beyond this, we have no special evidence by which 
to date the composition of the individual dialogues. The main thing 
which is clear about the whole group is that Plato felt that the 

37« 



372 


PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


logical, cosmological, and juristic matter with which they deal 
could not be handled by Socrates without a gross violation of 
historical truth ; hence the selection of other characters to play 
the principal part, except in the Philebus, winch deals with the 
same ethical problems we have already met in the Gorgias and 
Republic as the speciality of Socrates.^ 

In a biography of Plato it would be necessary to dwell at some 
length on the precise character of his experiences at Syracuse, as 
illustrated by his extant correspond( ‘nee with Dionysius and Dion. 

I must be content to refer the reader for all details to the excellent 
accounts of Grott' - and E. Meyer,* and the shorter narrativ(‘ of 
Professor Burnet. ♦ riie chief points which have to be borne in 
mind arc these. Idato’s interposition in Syracusan affairs had 
from the first a very practical object. The immc'diate political 
necessity was to secure the future of Greek civilization in Sicily 
and the West against the doubl(‘ peril that the work of Dionysius I 
might be undone by the aggressions of Carthage, or that, under a 
successor unequal to the position, the Oscans or Samnites wliom 
that vigorous ruler had employed might usurp the soven'ignty of 
Syracuse for themselves. The project of Dion and Plato was 
clearly that Dionysius II should first be educated into statesman- 
ship himself, and should then use his position to convert the real 
though informal “ tyranny " at Syracuse into a constitutional 
monarchy embracing the cities which Dionysius I had subdued, and 
strong enough to hold both the (kirthaginians and the Italians at 
bay. The hope of making a scientific stat(‘sman out of Dionysius 

II appears not to have survived Plato's experiences of 367/6, and, 
indeed, had always, according to Epistle vii., been a v(‘ry remote 
hope ; the more modest anticipation that the personal feud between 
Dionysius and Dion might be accommodated and that constitutional 
monarchy might at least get its chance, though an imjHTfect chance, 
took Plato back once more to Syracuse in 361. It even outlasted 
his final disillusionment about Dionysius, as wc see from the fact 
that most of the correspondence with that monarch belongs to the 
time after Plato’s last departure from Syracusti. For the years 
between 367/6 and 361/360 we have only one contemporary docu- 
ment (Epistle xiii.). The suspicions which have been felt about the 
letter have been based entirely on its contents ; linguistically it is 
above suspicion. One or two of the objections commonly raised 
are curiously captious. It is said, absurdly enough, that the refer- 
ence to Plato’s mother as still living, and to the existence of four 


^ The Sophisies and Politicus would have to be dated earlier if E. Meyer 
and others were justi/ied in identifying them with the diatpiaeis spoken of in 
Ep. xiii. as sent with that letter to Dionysius (i.e. in 366 or at latest 365). But 
the way in which these Siaip^creis are mentioned {op. cit. yjob) should stiow that 
the reference is not to works of Plato, but to specimen:^ or 'samples of “ divi- 
sions “ (Toi tQ}v diapeaiuv — partitive genitive). 

* History oj Greece, chapters Ixxxiv.-lxxxv. 

^ Geschichte des Alter tiims, v. 497-528. 

^ Greek Philosophy. Part I., 294-301, 
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grcat-nieces whom he, as their most well-to-do kinsman, may be 
legally required to portion, are ludicrous. Yet it is a fact that old 
ladies do sometimes live to be centenarians, especially when they 
belong to families of marked longevity, and that elderly men some- 
times have a number of 3 ^oung nieces. Plato has even been thought 
incapable of estimating the expense of his mother s anticipated death 
and funeral at ten minae, on the ground that in the Laws he limits 
such expenses to one mina ; as though Plato and his mother were 
living in the Cretan colony for which the Laws professes to legislate. 

Read without misconceptions of this kind, the document is a 
natural one enough, and highly creditable to the writer. Apart 
from references to certain small commissions undertaken by Plato 
at the request of Dionysius, and from an introduction to him of 
Helicon, who had studied under Eudoxus and Polyxeniis as well 
as in the school of Isocrates, as a man who could be serviceable to 
him in his studies,^ the wTiter is chiefly concerned with a friendly 
settling of accounts, such as was inevitable in the situation. Plato 
must havc‘ been put to considerable expenst^ and inconvenience in 
removing himself for months to Syracuse ; lie is anxious to be as 
little beiiolden to Dionysius in return as possible*, but thinks it 
reasonable that he should receive what assistance he may need in 
meeting the impending expense of burying his mother and portioning 
the eldest of his grand-nieces, who is on the point of marrying her 
uncle Speusippus.2 Dionysius had also undertaken to defray the 
expenses of his vo^^age to Syracuse. 

Apart from this settlement of accounts between the parties, 
the letter deals with two other matters. Dionysius had employed 
Plato's offices in attempting to obtain a credit on the Aeginetan 
banker Andromedes, who declined to make any advance, on thv. 
ground that he had found it difficult to recover advances made to 
Dionysius I. Application in another quarter was more successful, 
and Plato takes the opportunity to administer a courteous homily 
to the young king on the importance of prompt discharge of money 
obligations and attention to one's accounts. The details of the 
transaction in question are only hinted at, but it can hardly have 
been concerned simply with the personal settlement between 
Dionysius and Plato. More probably Dionysius wanted a credit 
for his own purposes, and found it difficult to obtain one from 
bankers who had known his father as an unsatisfactory customer. 
This would explain the emphasis laid in the letter on the necessity 
to a monarch of a good financial reputation. 

* Helicon would thus represent at once the political icleas of Isocrates, the 
mathematics of Eudoxus and the formal logic of Megara. 

* The request is not, as often supposed, for portions for all the nieces. Plato 
asks to be helped, if necessary, to portion the eldest niece, now on the point of 
marrying. He mentions the portioning of the others, one of whom is an infant, 
simply as possible future contingencies. The dowry he thinks necessary, 
thirty minae, is not, as some have supposed, a large one, but, as the letter says, 
a “ moderate " or “ middle-class ” portion, as will be seen by reference to 
contemporary speeches for the courts which deal with these matters. 

13 
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There is also a cryptic reference to the relations between 
Dionysius and Dion, who was at the moment living in a sort of 
real, but not technical, banishment at Athens. The writer says 
that he has not actually approached Dion about a certain matter, 
but his judgment is that he would take the business very ill, if it 
were proposed ; in general, Dion's attitude to Dionysius is reason- 
ably amicable. Probably the matter, about which Dionysius had 
clearly asked for a confidential opinion, may be his own desire that 
Dion should dissolve his marriage with Arete, aunt of Dionysius. 
This would be a way of showing that he had no sinister designs on 
the “ tyranny ” of Syracuse, and, in fact, when Dionysius became 
more suspicious, the marriage was forcibly dissolved without 
Dion’s consent. We may fairly take it that Dionysius would have 
preferred a “ parting by mutual consent ” and had asked Plato’s 
opinion on the matter. If so, Idato’s reply amounts to a tactful 
disapproval of the project. There is nothing discreditable to 
him either in Iiis being consulted or in the response that the sugges- 
tion of such an arrangement would gravely eml)itter Dion’s feelings.* 

SOPHISTES-POLITICUS 

Though the main interest of the Sophistes is logical, that of the 
Politicus political, outwardly the two form a single whole, and both 
are externally linked more loosely with the Theaetetiis, The 
assumption is that we are still in the spring of the year 399. The 
personages of the Theaetetus have reassembled, as had been suggested 
in the last words of that dialogue {2iod 3), but Theodorus has 
brought a friend with him, an Eleatic pupil of Parmenides and 
Zeno, who is — the words imply that one would not have expected it 
— a really profound “ philosopher.” After a brief initial conversa- 
tion this Eleatic visitor takes the conduct of the conversation into 
his own hands ; Socrates and Theodorus relapse into what is all 
but unbroken silence. The Eleatic remains throughout anonymous, 
and in this respect stands alone among the characters in Plato, but 
for the other example of the Athenian who plays the leading part 
in the Laws. We could hardly be told more plainly that these two 
personages are purely fictitious ; the object of the fiction seems to 
be that, as they have no historical character to sustain, they may 
be used freely as simple mouthpieces for the views of their creator. 
No one doubts that this is the case with the Athenian of the Laws. 
We are not entitled to say that he is meant precisely as a portrait 
of Plato by himself, but he is certainly meant to represent the 
ethics and politics of the Academy. Our Eleatic, too, turns out 
to be a respectful but exceedingly outspoken critic of the main 
thesis of his nominal teacher, Parmenides. The suggestion plainly 

‘ There is no question of a private plot between Plato and Dionysius 
against Dion's family happiness. The dissolution of a " royal " marriage, if 
that is really the matter in question, is an “ affair of state," and it would be 
quite proper in a young monarch to ask confidential advice on such a point. 
Plato’s answer is plainly meant as a strong dissuasive. 
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is that, in spite of all divergences, it is Plato, and not tlu* professed 
Eleatics of Mcgara, who is the true spiritual heir of l^armenides. 
One of the objects of the Sophistes in particular is to justify this 
claim. 

Formally there is a further link between the Sophistes and the 
Poliliciis, The question propounded at the opening of the Sophistes 
is whether sophist, statesman, philosopher, are three different 
names for the same person, or three names for two types of person, 
or names for three diffenait types.^ I'he answer of the “ Eleatic ” 
is that the three characters are all distinct. The object of the two 
dialogues is ostensibly to prove this by defining first the sophist 
and then tlie staU‘sman ; both definitions are obtained by elaborate 
and repeated use of the charact(‘ristically Academic method of 
subdivision of a genus into its conslitiU‘nt species. The 

method itself has conse(iuently to be ex])lained and illustrated 
by simple and half-playful examples. Incidentally this explains 
what might at first seem a strange featiirc' of the Poliiicns. We can 
understand the* silence of Socrates in the Sophistes, where the logical 
matter of the discussion takes us far away from the circle of ideas 
commonly represented by Plato as familiar to him. But the 
problems of politics are precisely those in which tlie Socrates of the 
Gorgias and Republic had been peculiarly interested, and we might 
have expected that here he would be given his old part of chief 
speaker. What makes this impossible is not so much the particular 
character of the results arrived at, though they do depart to a marked 
degree from the uncompromising “ idealism ” of the Republic, but 
the necessity of employing the precisely formulated “ method of 
division." The peculiarity of both dialogues is that each has thus 
a double function. Each has certain definite results to be arrived 
at ; each is meant, at the same time, independently of its special 
conclusions, to be an elaborate exercise in the careful employment 
of logical method. As far as " results ’’ go, we might say that the 
object of the one is to explain the true character of a significant 
negative proposition, of the other to justify " constitutionalism " 
in politics. But we must not allow ourselves to forget that both 
have further the common purpose of presenting us with an " essay 
in philosophical and scientific method." Hence the chief speaker 
in both must be a logician ; it is because the speaker is a ‘‘ formal 
logician," with a sounder logic than that of the Eleatics of Megara, 
that he is represented as the true continuator of Parmenides and 
^ Thus the question arises, Did Plato intend to devote a further dialogue 
to the character of the “ philosopher,'' and if he did, must we suppose that 
he abandoned his design, or arc we to identify the Philosopher with some 
existing dialogue ? In antiquity some persons thought of the Epinomis 
(D.L. Vit.Plat. 6o; so, doubtfully, Raeder, Platons philosophische Entwickelung, 
354). Moderns have thought of the Parmenides (Stallbaum, at one time, 
Zeller), Phaedo (Schleiermacher), Republic vi.~vii. (Spengel), Symposium 
(Schleiermacher). Chronological reasons, even if there were no others, make 
all these suggestions impossible except the first. This also seems excluded 
by the impossibility of regarding the Epinomis as anything but a part of 
the Laws, 
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Zeno. The true cure for the “ antinomies of the “ eristic is not 
to desert logic for some method more varied and flexible/' but 
to be more in earnest with it. 

I . The Soph/stes . — ^'llie opening words of the dialogue show 
us how keenly Plato feels that the Megarian formal logic is a de- 
parture from the genuine Socratic spirit of pursuit of real truth. 
He is greatly relieved to learn that the Eleatic friend of Theodorus 
is a “ truly philosophic soul " ; from his antecedents he had ex- 
pected ratlier to find in him a ^€09 cXcyKTtKo?, a “fiend" in con- 
structing dilemmas, (like those of the Parmenides). But the true 
philosopher is not always easy to recognize ; he is taken sometimes 
for a sophist, sometimes for a statesman, and sometimes for a 
downright madman. Now this raises the question whether the 
philosopher, the sophist, the statesman, are three distinct characters, 
or two, or possibly are all the same. The genuine Eleatic tradition 
is that they are three distinct types, though it is hard to define the 
precise differences between them ( 2 Jyb). The Eleatic undertakes, 
if Theaetetus will act as respondent, to attempt a pn'cise delineation 
of one of the three types, the sophist, though he warns his audience 
that the discussion will be long and tedious, a distinct hint that the 
name “ sophist ’’ will be found to stand for something less readily 
recognizable than the familiar type of the fifth-century teacher of 
“ goodness." We discover, as the dialogue proceeds, that the 
persons meant are, in fact, the Megarian pedants of an uncritical 
formal logic. They are “ sophists," not genuine philosophers, 
precisely because they have never subjected the principles on which 
their own logic rests to a thorough critical scrutiny. (In fact, they 
are “ dogmatists " in Kant's sense of the word.) This special use 
of the word o-oc/ita-Ti/s is a real innovation in terminology, though its 
adoption by Aristotle, who regarded his Megarian opponents as 
conscious tricksters, has given rise to the modern conception of 
sophistry as the deliberate abuse of logic. The length of the dis- 
cussion is due to the difficulty of analysing so elusive a thing as the 
spirit of uncritical logical formalism. 

Illustration of Method {21M-221.C). — Our problem, then, is to 
frame a satisfactory definition, and it is to be solved by a method 
characteristic of Plato and the Academy, the method of accurate 
logical division of a genus into its constituent species. As this 
method was definitely a creation of Plato and his immediate 
followers, it is necessary to explain and illustrate it for the reader by 
applying it to a simple and familiar case ; Plato chooses that of the 
angler. Of course, as Burnet has said, the example is half-pla3dul ; 
the very baldness of the illustration chosen is an advantage since 
the simplest and most obvious illustrations are the best for the 
purpose of setting the principle of the procedure in the clearest 
light. In practice the use of the method in the Academy led to 
results of great importance. Thus the tenth book of Euclid's 
Elements, that great repertory of demonstrated propositions about 
“ quadratic surds," is at bottom concerned with the attempt to 
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make a systematic classification of such expressions. The vast 
zoological work of Aristotle, again, belongs mainly to the years 
before he had finally separated himself from the Academy, and thus 
has to be taken in connexion with the similar, though no doubt 
inferior, work in the same field of Speusippus and other Academics, 
and their starting-point, as we can see from the remaining fragments 
of the book of Speusip]3us on Homolof^ies, was the search for a 
satisfactory classificatory system. The Laws again offers us 
repeatcid (examples of the importance of the same problem in the 
field of jurisprudence and political theory. l*he services rendered 
to science by Plato’s elaboration of the method of division have to 
be measured by results of this kind, not by the easy examples 
furnished to the “ general reader ” in the Sophistes and Poliiicus. 

In principle the procedure is this. If we wish to define a species 
X, we begin by taking some wider and familiar class a of which x is 
clearly one subdivision. We then devise a division of the whole 
class a into two mutually exclusive sub-classes b and c, distin- 
guished by the fact that b possesses, while c lacks, some character- 
istic P which we know to be found in x. We call b the right-hand, 
(' the left-hand, division of a. We now leave the left-hand division 
c out of consideration, and proceed to subdivide the right-hand 
division b on the same principle as before, and this process is re- 
peated until we come to a right-hand “ division ” which we see on 
inspection to coincide with x. If we now assign the original wider 
class a and enumerate in order the successive characters by which 
each of the successive right-hand divisions has been marked off, 
we have a complete characterization of x ] x has been defined. 
The Aristotelian rule of definition by “ genus and difference, or 
differences ” is simply the condensation of this Academic method 
into a formula ; a still more exact reproduction of it has been given 
in our own times in W. E. Johnson’s account of the progressive 
determination of a “ determinable ” (Logic, i. xi). It is, of course, 
presupposed that we are already adequately acquainted with the 
“ determinable ” or “ genus ” a itself, and that, at each step in its 
further determination, we have the gumption ” to select as the 
character constitutive of the new “ right-hand ” division one which 
is relevant to the specification of x and also itself admits of further 
“ division ” ; finally that we recognize the point at which the process 
can stop because x has now been sufficiently specified. The satis- 
faction of tlu'se conditions depends on our native acumen and our 
acquaintance with the subject-matter, and no rules can be given 
for it, precisely as no rules can be given for the discovery of a prom- 
ising explanatory hypothesis. The method, like all scientific 
methods, will not work in vacuo. This is what Aristotle seems to 
ignore in his depreciatory remarks about the “ method of divisions ” 
(Analyt. Prior. A ^ 6 a 31 ff.). He complains that the method in- 
volves a petitio principii. From man is an animal, an animal either 
is mortal or is immortal, it does not follow that man is mortal, but 
only that man either is mortal or is immortal ; and so with the other 
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successive steps of the division, so that nothing is really proved 
when the division has reached its end. As a criticism of Plato, the 
complaint misses its mark. When we arc told in the SopJiistes 
that hunters capture their prey either by snaring or by wounding, 
and that the angler is a hunter who makes his capture by wounding, 
we are presumed to know from our acquaintance with the facts of 
life that a rod and line are not a snare ; there is no intention to 
prove the point by making the division. Wc are as much entitled 
to draw on our general stock of information for guidance as we are 
to go to the same source for our information that the Duke of 
Wellington is a man when we infer his mortality from the admitted 
mortality of men. Neither the syllogism nor any other formal 
logical device can ('liable us to dispense with first-hand acquaintance 
with facts. Possibly some members of the Academy may have 
overlooked this limitation in their enthusiasm for their own method, 
but Aristotle seems equally to be forgetting for the momemt that his 
own method of syllogism is subject to precisely the same conditions. 


Definition of the Sophist (221^-237^) 

The actual division by which thc' d(‘finition of angling is 
obtained need not detain us long. vSo far as it is anything more 
than a simple illustration of the method to be adopted in char- 
acterizing the sophist, its further point lies in the playful suggestion 
of certain unplcasing features which we shall rediscover in the sophist 
himself, who is also, among other things, a kind of “ angler.” The 
division itself may be graphically represented by the following tree : 


Arts 

A 

of making of acquiring 

A 

of acquiring of capture 
by consent 

A 

of open of stealthy capture 
capture —hunting 

A 

of lifeless of living 
things things 

A 

of terrestrial of .animals which 
animals live in a fluid 

A 

of birds of fishes 

A 

fishing by nets fishing by striking 

A 

by night by daylight 

A 

by a stroke by a stroke 
from above from below 
= angling. 
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By a summing up of the ** differences ” constitutive of the 
successive ** right-hand ” divisions we get the definition that 
angling is an art of acquiring by stealthy capture creatures which 
inhabit the water, the capture being made by daylight, by a 
stroke delivered from below. We might, of course, have carried 
the division further, but our acquaintance; with the facts makes 
this superfluous. It is a linguistic fact that we give the name 
angling to every procedure which has the characteristics enumerated 
and to no other. 

We now proceed to apply this method several times over to the 
sophist. (Thus Plato is fully alive to the point that the same 
species may be determined by the division of different genera, 
the same term may have more than one adequate definition ; 
relevancy to the purpose in hand will be the principle which guides 
us in the selection of a genus to be divided. Each of the successive 
divisions is meant to throw some one characteristic of the sophist 
into strong relief.) 

{a) We might follow the precise example we have just chosen 
down to the point where we divided the art of hunting living things, 
and then turn our attention to the left-hand division of this. Tor 
the sophist is a hunter of “ civilized living beings," that is, of men. 
He hunts them, not like kings, pirates, and kidnappers, by violence, 
but by the arts of persuasion. Persuasion may be practised in 
public, or, as the sophist practises it, on individuals. And the 
persuading may be done by one who gives a present (the lover), or 
by one who takes a fee. And the fee may be taken for making one’s 
self agreeable and amusing (as in the case of the K-oXaf or " parasite ’’) 
or got by promising to impart " goodness." This gives us a possible 
(kdinition of the sophist as a professional of the art of hunting 
rich young men individually for a cash payment, on the pretence 
of educating them (2236). Thus the points brought out arc the; 
sophist’s commercialism, the unreality of his " wisdom," and his 
suspicious family likeness to the " parasite." 

(b) The sophist, however, has more guises than one. We might 
detect him again if we started by dividing the left-hand branch 
of the art of acquisition, namely, acquisition by exchange, and then 
subdivided exchange into exchange of presents and ('xchange of 
commodities (aWaKTiKij). Exchange of commodities ngain includes 
the transactions of the man who sells his own produce and those 
of the middleman who sells that of others. And middlemen may 
be engaged either in the hoint' retail traffic (KamjXiK-q) or in int(T- 
state trade {i^nropiKrj) . One branch of such inter-state trade 
is traffic in mental wares (ij/vx^iJiTropLKyj) , serious or trifling. Under 
this head falls inter-state traffic in sciences (pmOyfiara) , and one 
form of this traffic is the selling of scientific knowledge of " good- 
ness." This enables us to define the sophist again as a retail ex- 
porter of the knowledge of goodness (224^^), though we must add 
that he sometimes retails his merchandise in the home market, and 
occasionally even manufactures some of it himself. As before. 
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stress is laid on the commercialism of this peddling of spiritual 
wares for a living, and a new point is introduced by the suggestion 
that the ” ideas ” which the sophist sells ?.re usually not his own, 
but come to him “ second-hand/’ 

(c) Yet again, we might diverge from our original division at a 
different point. We spoke of an art of acquisition by opcm capture. 
We may, if wc please, divide this into two branches, competition 
and combat. (Plato is thinking of competition for prizcis in the 
great games, at the Dionysia, and the like.) And combat may be 
physical or mental ; the latter being contention, of which “ dis- 
courses ” (Aoyot) arc the weapons. When the “ discourses ” 
employed are question and answer, we call this sort of contention 
disputation, and disputation about right and wrong ( TTefH SlKdUUl/ 
avTuiv Kat dSiKcjj') Carried on under regular rules of the game is 
what we call eristic. When eristic is practised for gain, it is 
sophistry. Thus the sophist now appears as a man who makes 
a paying business of contentious disj)iitation about right and 
wrong (226a). He invents insincere paradoxes about morality 
for gain. 

(d) We have not done with him even now. Making an entirely 
new start, we observe that there arc a host of familiar occupations 
which are all alike in being ways of separating different malt^rials 
from one another. Now some of these separate like from like, 
others aim at separating a better from a worse, and all these we may 
group together under the common rubric of purifying or refining. 
Purification or refining, again, may be either of the body or of the 
soul. And purification of the soul itself may be of two kinds, 
since there are two vices ” which affect the soul : spiritual disc^ase 
and spiritual deformity (a^xos), villainy, “ wickedness ” as it is 
commonly called, and mere ignorance (dyvoia). The soul is 
purified from wickedness by justice, “ the art of discipline ” ; from 
ignorance by teaching (Mao-KaXtK-^) . But there are different 
kinds of ignorance and correspondingly different kinds of teaching. 
The worst forni of ignorance is the self-conceit which believes itself 
to know what it does not know ; the teaching which purifies from 
this is what we mean by TratSeta, education,” ” culture,” and all 
other teaching is merely subservient to it (22gd). There are, again, 
two forms of TraiScta. Th(;re is the old-fashioned method of the 
pdre de famille who relics for success on rebuke, mingled with ex- 
hortation ; this we may call admonition (vovOiTtjTLKif) . But some 
of us are convinced by reflection that all error is involuntary, 
and that no one can be expected to learn better ” until he has 
been convinced that as yet he does not know. They adopt the 
milder method of trying to convince the man who has a false conceit 
of his wisdom by asking questions which lead him to discover 
his ignorance for himself and to feel the longing for knowledge 
(2^ob~e). We cannot well give the name sophist to those who 
practise this kind of teaching (which is, in fact, the familiar ” ob- 
stetric ” of Socrates) ; the title would perhaps be too high an 
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honour for them.^ There is a certain resemblance between the 
eristic and these dialecticians, but it is such a resemblance as that 
of the wolf to the high-bred dog. Still, for the sake of argument, 
let us waive this scruple and define the sophist once more as a pro- 
fessional of the art of purifying the soul from its false conceit of 
wisdom (231&). (Here, of course, it at last becomes clear what 
quarry Plato is hunting. The definitions already suggested would 
cover Protagoras and his rivals ; the specialization of the sophists’ 
method to “ contention by question and answer ” definitely indi- 
cates that the persons meant are inferior imitators of the Socratic 
dialectic who abuse its resources for a purpose which Plato regards 
as at bottom commercial.) 

{e) We have still not gone quite to the root of the matter. Tlui 
sophist has exhibited the guises successively of : (i) a paid hunter 
of rich youths ; (2) an exporter of spiritual lore ; (3) a retailer of 
such lore in the home market ; (4) a small manufacturer of it ; 
(5) an “ athlete ” of controversy ; (6) a “ refiner ” of convictions 
which are hostile to knowledge (though his title to this last dis- 
tinction is not uncontested). To penetrate deeper we must ask 
what one calling there is which can masquerade in all these guises 
(233a). The answer is suggested by the consideration that, as we 
have seen, the sophist is, among other things, an dinXoyiKos, a 
pitter of discourse against discourse, a contradiction-monger. He 
undertakes to discover antinomies everywhere — in divinity, in 
nature, in morals and politics — and writes books explaining how the 
specialist in all these departments can be reduced to silence. Now 
obviously one man cannot really be an “ expert ” in all knowledge. 
The secret or miracle (Oavfin) of sophistry lies in contriving to appear 
to be such a universal exj)ert. A clever illusionist might delude 
children into the belief that he can make anything and everjThing 
by showing them pictures of all sorts of things at a sufficient dis- 
tance. (If a child were young enough, it would, e.g., take the men 
and horses in a cinema picture for real animals.) Why then should 
there not be an analogous art of illusion by means of discourses 
which imposes “ imitations ” of truth on the youthful mind ? May 
we not say that at bottom the sophist is an “ imitator *' and 

^ 231^ 3, /J.7] avTois wpocrdiTTwixcv y^pas. Ostensibly the remark is 

ironical. Socrates, for example, who made it a point in his defence that he 
had never professed to be able to “ educate men,” would say that he had never 
aspired to so fine a name as (ro</n<rr7;s. But the suggestion is intended that the 
practitioner of the Socratic method is the ” x>hilosopher ” whom it is the 
nominal purpose of the dialogue to distinguish from the sophist. 0iX6(ro0os, as 
we have learned from the Symposium, is a less assuming designation than (TO(p6% 
(or its equivalent (ro0t(rr7js), but the character is the loftier. (Canijibell’s 
interpretation in loc. cit. that “ the sophist seems scarce worthy of so high a 
dignity " seems to me to miss the irony and to be grammatically impossitde.) 
The connexion of 231^ with what follows in 2316 is simply that the speaker 
proposes, for the time being, to disregard the scruple he has just raised and to 
define the sophist in terms which are really applicable only to the true dialecti- 
cian. This is, as we are to see, irony. He professes for the moment to take 
the eristic at his own valuation. The expression ii yivei yfpvala ffo<f>i<TriKii (2316 7), 
which has been oddly misunderstood, is meant merely to point the irony. 
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“illusionist'' (yo'^s) or “wizard" (OavjmaToTrotos, 2356). This yields 
us a new “ division." The sophist's “ illusionism " is clearly a 
branch of el^ojkorrouKyj, the art of making images. But there are 
two kinds of “images." Some are “likenesses” (ctKom), exact 
reproductions of an original in all its proportions and colouring. 
But in some cases, as in that of the makers of “ colossal " 
figures, the artist has to distort the real proportions to get a result 
which will look right when seen from below ; ^ we may call his product 
a “ phantasm ” (a deceptive reproduction), to distinguish it from 
an exact likeness. The question then arises whether the sophist’s 
product is a “ likeness ” or a “ phantasm " of truth. If we say 
that it is a “ phantasm." a distorted reproduction of a reality, we 
commit ourselves to the view that there are such things as false 
appearances, false discourses, false beliefs. We are assuming that 
there can be an unreal something," that “what is not" can be.* 
This has always been felt to be a paradox, ever since Parmenides 
called attention to the difficulty, and we must therefore examine 
the question to the bottom (237a This leads us straight up to 
what, though formally a digression, is materially the main topic 
of the dialogue. 

Criticism of Eleaticism [2'^yh-2^c)d ). — ^The difficulty must first 
l)e fairly stated. If we say seriously x is not,” it seems clear that 
the subject of the statement x cannot be anything that is (an 01/), 
and therefore cannot be a “somewhat ” (t/), since “ somewhat ” 
always means a “ being," an “ existent.” Hence he who speaks of 
“ what is not " seems to be speaking about “ nothing.” Yet can 
we say that he is “ saying nothing ” (making an “ unmeaning 
noise," 237^?) ? This is bad, but there is worse bc^hind. If we are 

to talk about “ non-entity ” at all, we must do so either in the 

singular or) or in the plural (fiy orra). But mere non-entity 
can have no predicates, and so neither unity nor plurality can be 
significantly asserted of it. Hence it seems we can neither think 
nor speak of it at all (238c). Yet in the very act of saying that “ it 
is unthinkable,” by using the word “ it ” we are talking of non- 
entity as though it were one thing (23q^^). It seems then that we 
must say nothing whatever about “ what is not,” and this ruins 
our attempt to characterize the sophist as an artist in illusion. 
He would argue that an illusion is “ what is not," and therefore 
that “ maker of an illusion is a meaningless sound. Unless the 

sophist really “ takes us in ” by producing a false belief in us, 

there is no illusion, and if he succeeds for a moment in producing 
the illusion, a false belief must be something real ; but, as we have 
just seen, that is what the sophist will not admit. He will say that 

^ Plato’s exami)le (2355) is that in the case of the colossal work of art, the 
upper parts (the head of the statue, the capital of the column, etc.) must be 
made larger in proportion than it really should be if it is to look duly pro- 
portioned when seen from the ground. 

* And if you try to get over the difficulty by saying that the illusion is really 
something, it is a “ real illusion,” he will merely reply that “ real illusion”a* 
” real unreality ” (2406). 
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in calling a belief '' false ** we are involving ourselves in the contra- 
dictions we have just exposed. If we iini to defend ourselves against 
this attack, we shall have, with all respect, to correct the funda- 
mental principle of the great Parmenides, to say that “ what is 
not in a way is, and what is, also, in a sense is not (241^^).” If 
the Eleatic principle “ what is is, what is not is not ** is maintained 
in all its rigour, there can be no such thing as a '' likeness or 
“image,'* and no “false beliefs." 

We may say that Parmenides and all the early thinkers have 
dealt with the problem too light-heartedly, almost as though they 
were merely “ telling a fairy-tale. " (ijlvOov, 242c). Some of them have 
said tliat what is is tlirec; things (PPherecydes); another (? Archelaus),^ 
that it is two, e.g. the hot and the cold, or the moist and the dry ; 
Xenophanes, and our own school of Elea, that it is one. Heraclitus 
and Empedocles say that it is both one and many ; the “ austerer " 
Heraclitus that it is both at once, the “laxer" Empedocles that it 
is each by turns. Every one of them is too anxious to get on with 
his story to trouble himself about our ability to follow him 
(2420-243^). But if we look into the matter, these different state- 
mc'iits about what is are just as puzzling as we have found the 
current statcimimts about what is not. We have to ask what these 
thinkers really meant by being (24^d). When a man says, e.g., 
that “ the hot and tlu' cold are " and are all that there is, he says 
of each of them that it is, and thus he means by “ being " something, 
and one something, which is different both from “ being hot “ 
and from “ being cold “ {2^^d-e) (he is making a “ synthetic " 
judgment). So the Eleatic who says that “ there is just one thing," 
can hardly mean that “ one " and “ being " are just two equivalent 
names for the same thing ; if he means what he says, he cannot well 
admit that there are names, since no name is a name for itself 
(244/>-i). Parmenides complicates matters still more when he 
talks of “ what is " as a whole. He implies that it has parts, but 
how can this be if it is “ just one " ? If “ wholeness " is a char- 
acter of the one, then there are two significant terms, “ one " and 
“ whole," and not merely one ; if “wholeness " is a significant term 
but “ what is ” is not a whole, it is not something, and so there is some- 
thing wanting in “ what is." If “ wholeness " means nothing at all, 
there is the additional complication that “ what is " cannot even 
come to be, for “ whatever lias come to be in every case has come 
to be as a whole.’* ^ Thus we see that the theory of those who 

* Or is the reference to some Pythagorean cosmology ? In any case, 
the ** opposites are those which play the chief part in the various Ionian 
cosmologies. 

* t 6 ycvdfievov del ylyovev 6\ov, 245^^ 4. The meaning is that a yiveais or process 
of “ being evolved " is, at any moment of its duration, unfinished, a process to 
a goal not yet reached. So long as the process is still going on. that of which 
it is the “ evolution " is not yet there. When it is there, the process is over 
and complete. That process is finished. This is the principle used by Aristotle 
in N.E. X. to prove that a feeling of pleasure is not a yiv€<n^. Note the way 
in which this short section of the Sophistes assumes and recapitulates the 
difficulties already developed in the second part of the Parmenides. 
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draw this precise and line line of distinction between what is ” 
and '' what is not involves difficulties about being quite as serious 
as any of those raised by the Eleatics about what is not (245^). 

To complete our survey of the difficulties about being, let us 
consider what “ the other side ^ have to say about it. This other 
side '' falls into two main sections who are at loggerheads with one 
another, like the giants with the gods in the old tale. The “ giants ” 
insist that nothing is but what can be laid hold of and felt ; " being ” 
and “ body ” are the same thing.. The other party maintain that 
real being consists of “ intelligible bodiless forms,” and that the 
bodies which their opponents regard as the only being are ” be- 
coming,” not ” being.” We need not say much about the thesis 
of the ” materialists,” but we may imagine them to be at any rate 
so far better than they actually are as to dciign to answer our ques- 
tions civilly. We will then ask them whether there is not such a 
thing as a soul ; whether some souls are not righteous and wise, 
others wicked and foolish. If they say Yes, as they must, we shall 
ask whether this does not imply that wisdom and the othcT ” virtues ” 
arc something, and whether they are anything that can be seen or 
handled. Even if they try to save themselves by saying that the 
soul is a kind of body, they will hardly vemture to say that wisdom 
is a body, nor yet to say that it is nothing at all, though a genuiih; 
and persistent materialist would have to take this second alter- 
native. We shall have gained our point with any of them who will 
admit that anything wliatever can be and yet not be a body. To 
put it most simply, we shall ask them to admit no more than this, 
that anything which has any ” power,” however slight, of acting 
or being acted upon, certainly is — ^in fact, that ” what is ” is Swa/xis 
(” force”), active or passive (245^-247^). 

It is not clear precisely what persons are meant by the ” giants ” 
of materialism. They arc certainly not atomists, as has sometimes 
been fancied. The atomists who insisted on the reality of the 
ava(f> 7 )^ <f>vcrLs {vacimm) cannot be classed among persons who say 
that only what can be seen and felt is. Nor could Theaetetus 
say, as he docs (246Z?), that he has met ” lots ” of these men ; he 
would not meet many disciples of Leucippus, to say nothing of 
Democritus, in the Athens of 399 b.c. It seems to me most probable 
that Plato has in view the crass unthinking corj)orealism of the 
” average man,” rather than the doctrine of any particular ” school.” 
We must also be careful not to make the mistake of taking IIk' 
proposed definition of ” being ” as ” force ” for one seriously in- 
tended by Plato. It is given simply as one which the materialist 
could be led to concede if he. were willing to reflect, and we are 
warned that, on further consideration, we might think better of it. 

' roi)s 6X\m X^yovras, 24^6 8. Since they are opposed to the diaKpLfioXoyov/JLevoi 
dpTos T€ TT^oL Kul /xTfjy i.c. thc 13catics, this "other side ’’ must be pluralists of 
various kinds ; the men of Megara cannot be included among them, as they 
were always regarded in antiquity as Eleatics of a kind, and arc, of course, 
among thc SiaKpifioXoyoifpiei/oi irepi 6vtos. This point is important. 
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The point is simply that the materialist who uses the notion of a 
force has already surrendered his materialism. 

We have now to consider the view of the “ friends of forms," 
the immaterialists already referred to. They hold that " becoming " 
and " being " are sharply contra-distinguished. Our body is in 
touch with " becoming " through sense-perception ; our mind in 
touch with real and unchanging " being " through thought (248^). 
We have to ask them what they mean by " being in touch with " 
(to K(Hvinv€Lv). Do thcy iiieau " acting or being acted on by a 
force " ? Theaetetus may not be able to say, but the Eleatie 
speaker is familiar with the persons who are being criticized, and 
consequently knows that they would reject the statement. So far 
from accepting the identification of being with “ the pcjwer to act 
or be act('d on," tlu'y would say that both action and passion belong 
to the realm of " becoming " ; " being " neitluT acts nor is actecl 
on.^ But we shall then ask them whether they do not admit that 
" being " is known by the mind, and whether " being known " is 
not " being acted on " and knowing, acting, do be consistent, 
they will have to deny both statements. If " being " is acted on in 
being known, it Trao-xft (“ has something done to it "), and tluTefore 
is " moved," and it is not true that bcung is simply "quiescent " 
(rifHfjLovv, 248^). 

We cannot seriously think that " what utterly is," the perfectly 
real, neither thinks nor lives, or that it thinks but does not liv(‘. 
If it thinks and is alive, it must have a soul, and if it has a soul, it 
cannot stand everlastingly still ; it must hav(‘ movement. If mind 
is to be real, there must be both motion and variety and also rest 
and uniformity in things {24Se-24C)d) . 

It has been a much-discussed question who are the thinkers 
to whom the dialogue ascribes the doctrine just criticized. From 
the statement of their theory, it is clear that they are extreme 
dualists, who regard " being " and " becoming " as absolutely 
sundered. They then identify " becoming " with the sensible 
world, and consequently hold that the sensible world has no real 
existence. To put the same thing from the epistemological stand- 
point, they deny that sensation has any cognitive value, or plays 
any part in the apprehension of truth. This shows that the refer- 
ence cannot be to the type of theory ascribed to Socrates in the 
Phaedo and Republic. The whole point of the doctrine of “ partici- 
pation " of sensible things in forms was just to break down the 
absolute severance between a real world of " being " and an illusory 
world of “ becoming,"' by ascribing a partial and secondary reality 
to the sensible. So the doctrine of ** recollection was intended to 
assign sensation a genuine, if a humble, part in the process of 
reaching truth ; sensation is, on that theory, just what " sugge.sts 
or "calls into our minds" the thought of the forms. A fortiori, 

* 248c 7-9. The view suggested is that acting and being acted on, both 
involve process and change : hence neither can be found in the realm of eternal 
and changeless being. 
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if the criticism is not aimed at Socrates, it is not directed against 
Plato's earlier self " or disciples, if there were any, who retained 
a doctrine which Plato had once held, but had outgrown. Nor, 
again, can the persons meant be Euclides and his friends at Megara. 
They were strict rationalistic rnonists who did not admit the exist- 
ence of even an '‘illusory" world of "becoming," and regardt‘d 
themselves as Eleatics, wlu*reas the " friends of forms " an* oiU‘ of 
two groups who have both been carefully distinguislic'd at 245^" 
from the Eleatic rnonists. The one hint of tlic'ir identity is given 
by the Eleatic visitor when he says (248/;) that I'heaetetus pn)i)ably 
will not know their views, but he is acquainted with tlumi hiins(df 
Sui iTvvyOuav, because he has lived with the men in question. As 
the speaktT is certainly an Italian Eleatic -he refers to his own 
personal recolk'ctions of Parmenides (237a) - we must plainly look to 
Italy for thes<' rationalistic dualists. Hence Proclus is pretty likely 
to be right when he says that the persons nu ant an‘ " wise mim in 
Italy " whom he also calls Pythagon'atis, esi)ecially. as Burned 
remarks, since he makes the statement witliout any discussion as 
though it were the recognized traditional interj)retation.^ The 
Pythagorean formula that " things are numbers " would readily 
lend itself to dcvelo])ment along these lines. 

The Meaning of Significant Denial. — The Platonic Categories 
(249^-259<?). — So far we have reached the result that though move- 
ment and rest are contraries, both of them certainly arc. There is 
movement and there is rest, and when T say " r(\st fs," I do not 
mean that rest is motion, nor when I say that " motion zs." do I 
mean that motion is rest. Motion, rest, being, are all distinct, 
and being embraces both of the others ; though it is neither of 
them. It thus seems as difficult to say what " being " is the name 
for, as we found it to say what " what is not " is the name for. If 
we can answer the one question we shall probably find that we have 
learned how to answer the other ^ { 2 $oe-~ 2 $ia). 

Every one knows that we are always making assertions about, 
e.g., a man, in which we do not confine ourselves to the statement 
that " a man is a man," but say something further about his com- 
plexion, his shape, size, good or bad qualities, and the like, and in 
all these cases we are saying that a man is not one thing only, but 
at the same time many (not merely a man, but ruddy, tall, lanky, 
patient, etc.). Raw lads and men who have begun their thinking 
too late in life ^ fasten eagerly on such " synthetic " propositions, 

1 Proclus in Parmen., p. 562 Stallbaum (Cousin, iv. 149) ; Greek Philosophy, 
Part /., 91 n. I, 280. 

* This means, to use language more familiar to ourselves, that if we can 
solve the question, What is implied by an affirmative " synthetic " proposition ? 
the answer wall also solve thf' problem about significant denial. The upshot 
of the whole discussion is to be a general theory of the conditions of significant 
non-identical assertion. 

• I can see no allusion to Antisthenes in the use of the adjective 6 \l/ifjt,a 0 rii 
(2516 6). There is no reason why he should be dragged into the discussion, 
and, as he had been a pupil of Gorgias (D. L. vi. i). the epithet d\l/ifia 0 tis is really 
not quite applicable to him. 
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and declare them to be absurd, on the ground that they all imply 
that one can be many and many one. They plume themselves 
on the discovery that only identical propositions can be true. 
This is the thesis we have really to combat (2^jc-ci). 

If we consider the three concepts being, rest, motion, there are 
just three logical possibilities : (a) that they all “ partake in ” one 
another, ix. any one can be predicated of any other ; (b) that 
none of them can be conjoined with any other, i.e. none can be 
predicated of another ; (c) that some of them can be predicated of 
(“ jxirtake in ”) others. We can reject {b) at once, since it would 
forbid us to say both that there is motion and that there is rest. 
'I'his would make an end of the views alike of Heracliteans, Elcatics. 

“ friends of hums,” as well as of all the physicists who account for 
things as due to the aggregation and disgregation of ” elements,” 
whetlier infinite in number (Anaxagoras) or finite (Empedocles), 
'file theory is actually self refuting, since you cannot state it with- 
out using such words and phrases as ” is,” ” a])art from everything 
else,” ” by itself,” and the like (252c). You cannot even deny the 
possibility of ” synthetic judgments ” except by making such a 
judgment. The proposition ” only identical propositions are true ” 
is not itself an identity ; (a) is an even more absurd theory, since 
it would require us to affirm that rest is motion and motion rest 
(252d). Thus the only possible alternative is (c) that some ” con- 
cepts ” will ” combine " and others will not (252c), just as some 
letters can be combined to form syllables, others cannot. 

This illustration suggests a further point of supreme importance. 
Vowels hold a ” favoured position ” among the elementary sounds 
of language. Every syllable must contain a vowel, and the vowels 
are thus the ” coniK'Cting links ” which make syllabic composition 
possible. There is a special art (re^vy), that of the ” teacher of 
letters,” which considers what combinations of consonants by the help 
of a vowel are possible and what are not, just as another art, music, 
considers what combinations of notes of different pitch will make 
a tune and what will not.' So there clearly must be a science w’hich 
considers what ” concepts ” will ” blend ” so as to give rise to ” dis- 
courses ” (\oyoi) and what will not, and again whether there is a class 
of concepts which, like the vowels in spelling, make all combina- 
tions possible, and another class which gives rise to distinctions (253c). 
Thus logic is here, for the first time in literature, contemplated as 
an autonomous science with the task of ascertaining the supreme 
principles of affirmative and negative propositions (the combina- 
tions and ” separations ”). But this task of dividing things rightly 
according to their kinds,” detecting one ” form ” (tSca) where it is 
disguised by complication with others, and distinguishing several 
which form a single complex, is precisely that of ” dialectic.” 
Thus we have unexpectedly identified the true philosopher before 

^The reference is, of course, to permissible and unpermitted melodic 
intervals, not to the construction of “ chords.’* Thus the parallel between 
ypa/ifiariK'^ and (xovaiKi^ is kept exact. 
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we have come to an end with our identification of the sophist. 
The philosopher is the dialectician who knows how to find the many 
in the one and the one in the many (2^^a-e). We had already been 
told much the same thing by Socrates in the Phaedrus, but there is 
an important point in which the problem now under discussion 
marks a great advance on the theories ascribed to Socrates in the 
earlier dialogues. In them, the combinations or complications 
considered seem always to be the things of the everyday world 
of sense. The sensible “ thing had been treated in the Phaedo 
and Republic as a sort of complex “ partaking " at once in a plurality 
of forms — in fact, as a bundle of iiniversals.*’ Each form had 
been spoken of as something independent of every other, and the 
only " combination of several forms contemplated had been their 
simultaneous “ presence in the same alaOijTov. Or. to put 
the same thing from the opposite point of view, the question had 
never been raised, what constitutes the particularity of the partic- 
ular thing. Plato is now raising a differe*nt issue. We are to see 
that forms as such can combine," so that you can predicate one 
" universal " of another, and it is the special function of the new 
science Plato is contemplating to specify the lines on which such 
(X)mbination is possible. The doctrine of forms as known to us 
from the " Socratic " dialogues throws no light on this problem, 
and this, no doubt, is why it is never referred to in our dialogue. 
It is not that it is disavowed, or even called in question, but that it is 
simply not relevant to the issues which Plato now finds himself 
called on to face. We might, perhaps, say that the language of 
the Phaedrus about the dialectician's task of seeing the one in the 
many and the many in the one, if followed up, raises precisely 
the same question. But the Phaedrus is, to all appearance, one of 
the very latest “ Socratic ” dialogues, and Plato is probably there 
on the verge of straining the limits of historical accurac}^ 

We cannot now work out the whole inquiry into the " com- 
munion " between forms, but we may deal with it for the special 
case of a few of the most important and all-pervading. As we have 
said, " being," " motion," “ rest," arc three of these tmiversalissima 
or /xeyto-ra yivi). Two of them— rest and motion — refuse to com- 
bine. But the third will combine with both of the two, since both 
motion and rest are. Moreover, each of the three is distinct or 
different (erefwr) from the other two, but identical with itself. 
And difference and identity, again, are neither motion nor rest. 
Nor is either of them the same as " being." We ascribe being alike 
to motion and to rest, but this is not to assert that motion is identical 
with rest. For " different from " is always a relative term, whereas 
being has an absolute sense. ^ Thus we have five, not merely 

‘ 255^ 3-7- The meaning is, that I cannot intelligibly say “ x is dilTerent " 
without specifying some y from which x differs. But I can intelligibly say 
not only that “ xisa z/' but that " x is." " there is an x." To this absolute sense 
of “ is " there is no corresponding sense of " is different." See Campbell’s 
note, loc. cit. 
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three, Forms (ctSry, ycVr;, both words are used interchangeably) to 
consider — being, motion, rest, identity, difference. Difference 
manifestly pervades all the others, for each of them is different from 
the rest, and so “ partakes of the form of different " (254^255^). 

Let us now consider the relations between these five all-pervading 
forms. (It is never said that the list of the itniversalia iiniversalis- 
sima is complete, though later Platonists. like Plotinus in Enneacl 
vi. I -j, treat them as a complete list of Platonic “ highest uni- 
versals,” or categories.) Motion is not rest, nor rest motion. But 
both are and are identical with themselves, and thus “ partake ” 
(/xcTcxci) of being and identity, and also, since each is different 
from the other, of difference. Thus we can say, e.g., that motion is- • 
it is motion] but also is not — it is not rest. But in just the same 
way we can say that motion “ partakes of " being and so is- - 
there is such a thing as motion ; but motion is not identical witli 
being, and in that sense we may say that it is not, i.e. it is not- 
bcing. The same line of thought shows that “ not-being ” may be 
asserted of all the five forms already enumerated, even of being 
itself, since each of them is different from any of the others, and 
thus is not any of the others {2S^e-2^ja). 

Now these considerations enable us to dismiss the difficulties 
which have been raised about “ not-being.'’ When we say that 
something “is not so-and-so," by the not-being here asserted we 
do not mean the “ opposite " (havriov) of what is but only some- 
thing different from what is. “ A is not x " does not mean that A 
is nothing at all, but only that it is something other than anything 
which is X (2$yh-c), Not-beautiful, for example, is the name not 
of nothing but of all the things other than the things which arc 
beautiful. And the things which are not-beautiful are just as truly 
as those which are beautiful. The “ not-large " is, every whit as 
much as the “large," the “ not-right " as much as the “right." 
In making a denial w^e are not asserting an antithesis between noth- 
ing and something, but an opposition of something and something 
else different from it (2586). We may say, then, that “ not-being ” 
is as real and has as definite a character as being. This is our 
answer to Parmenides. We have not merely succeeded in doing 
what he forbade, asserting significantly that “ what is not, is " ; 
we have actually discovered what it is. It is “ the different " 
(to Odr€pov), and since everything is different from all other things, 
we may say boldly that “ not-&ing " is thoroughly real (ovtw? ov, 
2Syb-2^Se), Henceforth we shall not give ourselves any further 
concern about the alleged paradox that “ what is not " is that 
unthinkable thing “ the absurd," the “ opposite " of what is. 
It is childishly easy to see that any thing is different from other 
things and so may be said to be “ wffiat is not " ; the true difficulty 
is to determine the precise limits of the identity and difference to 
be found among things (259^^). 

Application of our Result to the Problem of “ False Opinion " ; 
Final Definition of the Sophist ( 26 oa-- 268 c). — Our identification of 



390 PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

not-being '' with difference shows that not-being itself is a 
pervasive and categorial feature in things. We have now to 
consider whether this pervasive characteristic can combine 
with discourse and belief (^o^a). If it cannot, if wc cannot say or 
think “ what is not,” falsehood of speech or thought will not be 
possible, and consequently there will be no such thing as error or 
illusory belief, and no “ resemblances/' “ likenesses," or " phan- 
tasms,” all of which seem to be what they are not. The sophist's 
last retreat will be to the position that at any rate discourse and 
belief will not ” blend ” with ” what is not ” : there is no such 
” complex ” as utterance of or belief in what is not, and therefore 
no such art as the fabrication of ” phantasms.” This is the posi- 
tion from which we have now to dislodge him ( 2 bia). Let us 
begin by an analysis of discourse. Just as not all combinations 
of letters yield a syllable, not all complexes of forms a concept, 
so not all combinations of words yield a significant discourse. I'lie 
words of a language fall in the main into two great classes : nouns 
(ovofjLara) and Verbs {pyjfxaTa). 'J'he verbs an^ vocal symbols of 
actions (Tr/wf^cts), the nouns are the names of the agents in these 
actions. A string of verbs, e.g. ” walks, runs, sleeps,” is not a 
A.oyo9 or significant statement, neither is a string of nouns, c.g. 
” lion, deer, horse." The simplest discourse, the unit in discourse, 
is the complex of a noun and a verb, e.g, ” a man learns." Here 
not only is something named, but something is signified (262^^). 
Further, a discourse or statement must be ” of ” or ” about ” some- 
thing and it must have a certain ” quality," must be rrouk ns. 
Thus, take the two statements, " Theaetetus is sitting dowm," 
” Thcaetetus, to whom I am now speaking, is fiying.” The 
” quality " of the first statement is that it is true, of the second 
that it is false, for Theaetetus is not at this moment flying but 
sitting 1 (263?;). And both the statements are about Thcaetetus, 
the false statement no less than the true. A statement which was 
not about (or ” of ”) some subject would not be a statement at all 
(263c). Thus some complexes of nouns and verbs are false. Now 
thinking is an internal conversation in which the mind asks itself 
a question ; belief or judgment (S 6 $a) is the statement, afiirmative 
or negative, in which the mind answers its own question, without 
audible words. Sometimes the internal conversation is accom- 
panied by sensation, and then we call it ” fantasy ” (i.e. when the 
debate of the mind is started by the attempt to interpret a prt‘sent 
sensation). Hence, from the possibility of false statement or 
discourse follows the equal possibility of false b(ilief or judgment 
and false " phantasy " (erroneous interpretation of sensation, 

^ J cannot agree here with Burnet {Greek Philosophy, Part 287 n.) that 
what is meant by the quality of propositions is tense. It is clear from 263/v 2-3 
that the speaker means “ truth-value,” as has usually been supposed. His 
point is that the two statements about Theaetetus have opposed ” equality ” ; 
but both of them have the same tense, h'or a similar reference to ” true ” 
and ” false” as the ‘ qualities ” of proijositions, which Burnet has overlooked, 
see Philebtis, 376 io-c2. 
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264a-b), A false belief that I'hcactetus is now flying is not a belief 
about nothing at all but a belief about Theaetelus which asserts 
of him that he is performing a definite different from that 

which he is in fact performing. This disposes of the old objection 
to our assumption that there are “ images " and “ phantasms/' 
and so we may go back to our attempt to define sophistry as a branch 
of the art of making images (264r). We now proceed to divide the 
making of images mon' carefully. 

We said that we could divide it into the making of accurate 
likenesses (ctKort?) and the making of inaccurate images {r^avTaa^ara) , 
both of which are forms of “ imitation." Let us reconsider this 
more in detail. The making of imitations is a branch of creative 
art. as distinguislu'd from the arts of acquisition, as we said long 
ago. We may now divide creative art into divine creative art 
and human creative art. The difference is that God (not, as the 
thoughtless say, unintelligent " nature ’’) creates all real things 
without any })re-existing material (Tr/jorcpor uvk orra, 265c) ^ ; 
man’s “creating" only originates fresh combinations of materials 
thus created by God. Next we may take a new principle o* 
division, and subdivide both divine and human creation into creation 
of actualities and creation of images. ^ The images created by God 
are such things as dreams, shadows thrown by a light, reflections 
in a polished surface ; those created by man are pictures of things 
made by man (houses, etc.), and the like. Here we bring in again 
our former and now justified subdivision of images. Man-made 
“ images " are either accurate likenesses or phantasms. Phantasms 
again are of two kinds : those produced by tools of some kind (like 
the painter’s brush), and those for which the producer acts as his 
own tool, as when anotluT man {e.g. an actor) imitates the physical 
bearing or the tone of voice of Theaetetus by his own facial gestures 
and his own voice, and this kind of imitation is what we call viimicry 
{fiLfjLyjirL^). Mimicry, again, is twofold. A man may know what he 
is mimicking or he may not know it. Many persons who have no 
knowledge of the true figure ((rxrjfia) of justice or goodness generally 
try to make their speech and action exhibit the appearance of what 
they fancy to be goodness and justice, and some of them succeed 
in conveying the impression they arc aiming at. This is a plain 
case of mimicry by a man who does not know {26yd), TIktc is no 
recognized name for this specific “ mimicry by the man who does 
not know," so we coin one for the moment and call it SoioixifxrjTLKrj 


^ The language, perhaps, must m t be unduly pressed, but it proves at least 
that the idea of " creation ex nihilo " was quite intelligible to Plato. 

* The language of 'zGGa 1 about the division in irXdTos presupposes this 
diagram : 


Divine creation 
of actualities. 

Human creation 
of actualities. 

Divine creation 
of images. 

Human creation 
of images. 
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(** counterfeiting But there are also two varietie.sof tlic art of 
counterfeiting. The maker of the sham may horu^stly believe that 
he knows the reality which, in fact, he does not know. Or he 
may have an uneasy suspicion all the time that he docs not really 
know what he poses as knowing (268^). In the second case he is 
an ironical imitator,'* a conscious humbug,” as well as a mere 
counterfeiter — in fact, an impostor. The professional sophist has 
had too much practice in ” discourse ” to be a mere honest pre- 
tender ; he must have his suspicions of the iinsoimdness of his own 
” discourse,” and thus his ” art ” falls under the head of conscious 
counterfeiting — imposture or charlatanism. Only one further 
distinction remains. The charlatan may practise^ his imposture 
in lengthy discourses before a public audience, or he may employ 
brief discourses with an individual in which he tries to make his 
interlocutor contradict himself. The one type of impostor is the 
8r7/i-oAoyt/co5. the disliouest ” spell-binder ” passing himself off for a 
statesman ; the other is the sophist who counterfeits the ” wise man,” 
more than half knowing himself to be a fraud (268c). 

One closing remark may be made on the main result of the 
whole dialogue. Plato’s solution of the old puzzle about ” what is 
not ” and the later paradox, grafted on it, of the impossibility of 
error, turns, as we see, on distinguishing what we should call the 
use of ” is ” as the logical copula, or sign of assertion, from the 
existential sense of “ is.” To us the distinction may seem almost 
trivial, but it only seems so because the work of making it has been 
done so thoroughly, once for all, in the Sophistes. Though Plato 
lets us .see that he thought the ordinary Megarian a good deal of a 
conscious impostor, the difficulty about the possibility of error 
and of .significant denial was a perfectly serious one with its 
originators and remained so until the ambiguity had been thoroughly 
cleared up. It is impossible to overeTimatc the service to both 
logic and metaphysics rendered by Plato’s painstaking and .searching 
examination. We shall realize the magnitude of the issue better if 
we are careful to remember that, as Plato himself knew, the problem 
is at bottom one which affects all assertion. His point is that all 
significant propositions are ” synthetic,” in the sense that they are 
more than assertions of the equivalence of two sets of verbal symbols, 
and that they are all ” functions ” of an ” argument ” which is 
” not null.” This would be a mere paradox if th(Te were no other 
sense of ” is ” than the existential. We can see that a completed 
logic would have to carry the work of distinction further than it is 
carried in the dialogue. Notably the ” is ” which asserts the identity 
of the object denoted by two different descriptions [e,g, ” the victor 
at Pharsalia is the consul of the year 59 b.c.”) needs to be distin- 
guished both from the ” copula ” and the existential ” is.” But 
the first step and the hardest to take is the recognition of the 
” copula ” and its functions for what they are. Since the Sophistes 
takes this step for the first time, it is not too much to say that it 
definitely originates scientific logic. 
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2. The Politicus. — We must deal much more briefly with the 
application of the method of division to the definition of the states- 
man. Wc may be content, now that w^e have grasped the principle 
of the method, to concentrate our attention in the main on the solid 
result it is used to establish. Iflato’s real purj)ose in the dialogue 
is much less merely to continue his lesson in logical method than 
to deal with a fundamental problem in the theory of government 
on which men's minds even now continue to be divided. The issue 
is whether, as the actual world goes. " personal rule ” or imi)ersonal 
“ constitutionalism ” is the better for mankind, and Plato means 
to decide dcTinitely for constitutionalism and, in particular, to 
commend “ limited monarchy." His reading of the facts of the 
political situation is that monarchy has to be revived, as it was 
in fact revived by Philip, Alexander, and their successors, but 
that whether it is to be a great blessing or a great curse will 
depend on the question whether it is revived as constitutional 
monarchy or as irresponsible autocracy. Democracy, with all 
tlu‘ defects it has shown at Athens, is the most tolerable form 
of government w'here there is no fixed "law of the constitu- 
tion," autocracy the most intolerable ; where there is such a 
fixed law. a monarch is a better head of the executive and 
administrativt? than either a select " oligarchy " or a " town s 
meeting." 

In form, the dialogue is a continuation of the Sophistes, with one 
change in personnel. Theaetetus is present as a silent character, 
but, to save him from undue fatigue, his place as respondent is 
taken by his companion, a lad named Socrates, who has been present 
without speaking through the Theaetetus and Sophistes. (The great 
Socrates, as in the Sophistes, is completely silent but for one or two 
opening remarks.) The " younger " Socrates has been introduced 
by one phrase in the Theaetetus i) as studying mathematics in 
company with Theodorus and Theaetetus. He is known to have 
been an original member of the Academ}^ There is one further 
reference to him in a letter belonging to the later years of Plato’s 
life, usually condemned by the editors as spurious, though for 
no obvious reasons {Ep. x. 358^’). We learn there only that he is 
in poor health at the time of wTiting. Aristotle mentions him once 
{Met. B 10 ^()h ^5) in a way which shows that he belonged to the 
Academic group rcproaclied elsewhere by Aristotle for their " pain- 
mathematicism." * I think it all but certain that it is he, not the 

’ the statement of ArLstotle is that “ the younger Socrates ” used to regard 
the ** material ” constituent in the human organism as falling completely 
outside the definition of man, exactly as the bronze of which a disc is made 
falls outside the definition of circle. Aristotle's owai view is that there is a 
diherence in this respect between a “ physical " and a matliematical definition. 
It is indispensable to mention in the "physical" definition the fact that the 
material constituents in which the formula is embodied arc such-and-such. 
(Just as it would be no adequate definition of water to say that it is " two 
units of something with one of another ” : you must specify that the two 
units are units of hydrogen, and tlie one a unit of oxygen.) 
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great philosopher, to whom Aristotle's practice has given a spurious 
immortality as a logical example." ^ 

The dialogue begins (2^ya-26yc) with an attempt to characterize 
the science or art (rexyr), linaTijixyi) of the king or statesman 
(TToXtrtKr;, /SaiTLXiKr]) by assigning it a place in the classification 
of the sciences. Some “ sciences " merely provide us with know- 
ledge, others, including all the industrial arts, produce results em- 
bodied in material objects (auifiaTa). So we begin by dividing 
sciences into the practical {TrpaKTLKai) and the jiurcly cognitive 
(yro)frTiKat). The scicucc of the statesman involves little, or nothing 
in the way of manual activity ; it consists wholly or mainly in 
mental insight. Thus we class it as cognitive (259c). But there 
are two kinds of cognitive sciences. Some of them are concerned 
merely with apprehending truths, and may be called critical 
(arithmetic is an example) ; others issue directions or orders for the 
right performanc(' of actions, and may be called directive (cVira/cTtKat) , 
and the science of the statesman is of this kind (260c). Again, some 
of the arts which direct merely pass on instructions which do not 
originate with the practitioner (as a " herald " communicates the 
directions of his commander), others give sovereign directions, are 
sovereignly directive (aiircTriraKrtKat, 260c). Among these we may 
distinguish those which have the sovereign direction of the produc- 
tion of living beings from those which are concerned with the pro- 
duction of lifeless things (like the science of the master-builcler). 
This puts the king, or statesman, in the class of persons exercising 
sovereign control over the production and nurture (rpo<i>y]) of 
animals. Next, there is a distinction between the groom, who 
exercises this calling on a single animal, and the herdsman who 
practises it upon a whole herd or flock ; the statesman, like the 
latter, has a flock or herd to deal with {2Gid.). 

We are thus on the point of identifying the ruler with the shep- 
herd of a human flock (a metaphor as familiar to the Greeks from 
their recollections of Homer as it is to us from the language of Old 
Testament prophecy). But it would be a violation of the rules of 
method to divide “ herds " at once into herds of men and herds of 
other animals. We must observe the rule that a division must 
proceed in regular order from the highest to the lowest classes, not 
make sudden leaps. It is unscientific to single out mankind as one 
class and to throw all the rest of the animal world, irrespective of all 
differences of structure, into the one ill-constituted group " other 
animals," just as it would be unscientific to divide mankind into 
Greeks and " barbarians " (262^^) or integers into " the number 
10,000 '' and " all other numbers." A reflective crane might be 

^ This seems to be proved by the illustration of Topics iGoh 28 fl., where it 
is supposed that " if Socrates is sitting, he is writing.” Obviously the allusion 
is to a scene in the lecture-room ; Socrates is one of the audience and it is 
wrongly inferred that he must be taking notes of the lecture. So the common 
examples, ” S. is XtvAcis (pale),” ” is fiovaiK^s,** are not naturally understood 
of the famous Socrates. He is not likely to have been ” pallid ” ; it is impos- 
sible to see an allusion to the Phaedo in his ” sitting ” and his ” music.” 
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supposed just as reasonably to divide animals into “ cranes and 
brutes '' {26'^d). We must take care to avoid constituting 
infimae species so long as our division permits of being continued. 
Animals may be divided into the “ wild ” and the “ domesticated 
(ri^ao-oy, 264a), domesticated animals into the aquatic and the 
terrestrial (the tame fishes of Egypt belong to the one class; our 
familiar domestic quadrupeds, domesticated geese, and the like 
to the other). The terrestrial, again, are either birds which fly 
or beasts which walk. From this point we may proceed by either 
of two alternative routes, a longer or a shorter, to the same result. 
The longer route is to divide “ gregarious domesticated beasts 
into the horned and the hornless, the hornless once more into 
those which can be “ crossed and those which cannot, and the 
last group into quadruped and biped {2666) (or, alternatively, we 
might have divided the hornless class into those with undivided 
and those with divided hoof). A division like this has a comic side 
to it ; it ranks that most dignific'd of beings, a king, much on a 
level with a swine-herd. But science has no concern with our 
conventions about dignity, and is anxious only to get at the true 
facts (266^). The shorter procedure would be to divide “ gregarious 
domestic animals " into quadrupeds and bipeds. Since ofeervation 
teaches us that man is the only wingless biped, we might then divide 
the bipeds into winged and wingless, with the same result as before 
(266^). 

The effect of our division then is to define the statesman as a 
kind of herdsman of gregarious animals, witii a trade of the same 
kind as the cow-keeper or the pig-drover, except that his herd 
consists of unusually kittle " beasts. But there is a difficulty 
of which such a definition takes no account. In the case of th(.‘ 
statesman there are a goodly number of rivals who might challenge; 
this description. Farmers, corn-dealers, physicians, professors of 
‘‘ gymnastic,” might all urge that the definition ” raiser of the 
human herd ” applies to themselves as much as to the ruler. This 
difficulty does not arise in the other analogous cases of the shepherd, 
ox-herd, swine-herd, because every one of them is at once breeder, 
feeder, and physician of his herd. As this is not the case witli the* 
ruler of men, there must be something faulty about the classifica- 
tion we have followed ; our business is next to see where the ( rror 
has come in. We may get a hint from a tale we all heard as childre n, 
the story that the sun reversed his daily path in horror when 
Thyestes started the series of crimes wliich disgraced the line of 
Pelops by stealing the ” golden lamb ” (268e). 

riie imaginative myth which now follows (268d?-274e) is built 
up on the basis of ideas of which we may find traces in the early 
cosmogonists, combined with fancies known to have been specially 
affected by the Pythagoreans. From the cosmogonists we have 
the notion of a past ‘‘ golden age ” before Zeus had dethroned 
Cronus ; many of the details about this age of gold seem to be 
“ Hesiodic.*' The conception of the life of the universe as an 
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alternation of half-cycles with opposite senses is most familiar 
to us from the fragments of Empedocles ; the thought of the world 
as a ship sailing over the stormy waters of the aireipov is specifically 
Pythagorean,^ though, no doubt, both Empedocles and the Pytha- 
goreans were availing themselves of the suggestions of pre-scientific 
cosmologists. rhus dramatic propriety is observed by making 
the Eleatic visitor utilize for his story precisely the materials which 
would be specially familiar to a native of Magna Graecia. The 
tale is told simply to make an immediate point. It is wrong on 
principle to take any j)art of it as scientific cosmology meant 
seriously by Plato, and to attempt, like Adam, the impossible task 
of fitting the story into that of the Timcieus, In outline the story 
runs as follows. The tale of the sun s return on his track, like 
much ot the existing mythology, is a fragment of a very ancient 
tradition about the transition from the age of Cronus to the age of 
Zeus. The whole may be reconstructed thus. Only God has 
complete immortality. The universe as a whole, being corporeal, 
cannot be quite immutable, but makes the nearest approximation it 
can to immutability by alternately revolving round the same axis 
in opposite senses. There are periods when God himself is at the 
helm of the world-ship with his hand on the rudder, and there are 
alternate periods when he “ retires ** to his look-out 
2y2e) and leaves the ship to follow its own course*. Tlie immediate 
result is a complete reversal of sense of all biological as well as 
cosmological processes. Life runs backward, in “ looking-glass 
fashion. The reversal of sense is attend(^d by gigantic cosmic 
catastrophes, but when the first confusion is over, the ship settles 
down once more to a uniform course, though with a reversed 
sense ; at first the regularity of its processes is almost as complete 
as when God was steering. But as time goes on, the world “ forgets 
God its Maker," and the irregularities due to the " lusts " inherent 
in its bodily frame accumulate ; all regularity is on the point of 
vanishing, the .ship nearly founders in the " sea " of the " infinite," 
when God puts his hand to the tiller again, and once more reverses 
the sense of the cosmic movements. 

The stories of the golden age, when men lived peacefully, without 
agriculture, clothes, or laws, are reminiscences of the condition of the 
world " under Cronus," when God was actually steering the ship, 
and acting literally as the " shepherd " of mankind, with depart- 
mental gods under him as " deputy shepherds." Our own age, 
that of Zeus, belongs to the period when the world is left to itself, 

^For the “world-ship “ see ll.G.PhJ^ 294, with notes in loc. cit. On the 
whole “myth” cf. Stewart, The Myths of Plato, 1 73-211 ; Adam, Republic oi 
Plato, ii. 295 ff. As to the “ sea,” see Politicus, 273c t, where tlic true reading is 
not tSttov, as given by MSS. and editors, but Trdvrop, This is not a conjecture 
of Stallbaum, but the best authenticated text, as it is the only reading recog- 
nized by Proclus, who frequently refers to the passage. The variant tottov is 
sensele.ss, but may be ancient, since it appears at Plotinus, Enn. i. 8, 13, rip 
T 7 J 5 duo/xoi&TTjTos TOTTif) — cL passagc whcrc the metaphor of the ship is missing. 
Unless, indeed, Plotinus also wrote irovrip, as is just possible. 
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and is separated from the “ golden age " by the catastrophic reversal 
of all motions. At this reversal the gods withdrew from their 
immediate direction of the human flock. Mankind were left 
naked, needy, uncontrolled ; all otir arts of industry and govern- 
ment have been slowly accpiired in the gradual conquest of nature. 
( I'he “ noble savage ” is thus not a figure in our history ; he belongs 
to a world where men are born as full-grown out of the earth and 
“ live backw'ards.’') ^ 

Were the riKui of the golden age really happier than ourselves 
who belong to tht‘ ** iron time ” ? It depends on the use they 
made of their immunity from the struggle with nature for physical 
(‘xistcmce. If they used their freedom from the cares of life t(j 
glean wisdom from the beasts and one another, no doubt they 
were happier. If they used it merely to fill themselves with meat 
and drink, and to tell idle stories to the beasts and one another, we 
know what to think about that kind of life (272^). 

The moral of the story is that our attempt to define the states- 
man as the “ shepherd of men " has involved two errors — oik* 
serious, the other comparatively light. The serious error is that we 
have confused the work of a statesman in our historical world with 
that of one of the gods of the “age of Cronus.'’ 1 hey actually 
“ fed ’’ their flock ; the statesman of the historical world does not. 
The minor fault was that we said truly that the statesman is a 
ruler, but made no attempt to specify the kind of “ tuIh ” he excr- 
ci.ses. We ought to have reserved the work of " feeding and breed- 
ing ’’ the flock for a god ; of the statesman, who is a man among 
men, we should have said more modestly that his business is th(‘ 
“ tendance “ (cVt/xt'Acta, ^epaTrcia) of the flock (2y^b—2y6b). (The 
object of the remark is to eliminate the “ superman ” from serious 
political theory, and so to strike at the root of the worship of the 
“ man who can,” the autocrat or dictator paternally managing 
the rest of mankind without 'the need of direction or control by 
law.) If we had made this clear, we should not have found the 
provision-dealers and others claiming that our description was as 
applicable to them as to the statesman. As to the other fault, 
it arises from overlooking an important step in our division. We 
forgot that the “ feeding,” or, as we now propose to say, the “ tend- 
ance,” may be either forcc'd on the flock (fiiaiov) or freely accepted 
by them {kKnvaiov) . 'ITiis is what makes all the difference between 
the true “ king ” and the “ tyrant ” or “ usurper.” The “ tyrant ” 
* The humon^us zest of the description of life in the days when it began 
with old age and ended with babyhood ought of itself to prevent us from taking 
the story seriously. The cosmological story of Timacus is given, not indeed 
as science, but as a " lihely story," and Plato is careful, for that reason, to 
allow no such extravagances in it. We may reasonably infer that Plato 
regards the whole conception of the happiness of the alleged ** state of nature " 
as a mere unhistorical fancy. In the real world to which we belong, man has 
painfully fought his way up out of hunger, nakedness, and savagery. The 
'‘state of nature" dreamed of by sentimentalists belongs to the unhistoricai 
world where animals talk. Adam {loc. cit.) is an example of the danger of 
reading Plato without a sense of humour. 



398 


PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


forces his tendance on his subjects ; the “ king is the freely 
accepted ruler of freemen, a “ free tender of free bipeds (276^). 

Yet we must not be too much in a hurry to accept this as an 
adequate account of statesmanship. We have, it may be, drawn 
the outline of our portrait of the statesman correctly, but we still 
have to get the colouring of the picture right {2yya-c). To explain 
what we mean by this, we shall do well to illustrate our point by a 
familiar example. And before we do this, we may even illustrate 
the use of examples by a preliminary example. This preliminary 
example shall be taken from the way in which small children arc 
taught their letters. At first they may be given a set of very simple 
syllables which they soon read off exactly. But they still make 
mistakes in recognizing these very same combinations when they 
meet with them elsewhere. We correct their mistakes by making 
them compare the combinations they have misread with the stand- 
ard alphabet or syllabary they have already mastered. This is 
their exemplar ; the purpose of repeatedly referring them back to 
it is to make them able to detect unerringly any combination given 
them when they meet with it again in a new setting. This is the 
function of every example { 2 yyc- 2 yM). 

Now for our example of the kind of discrimination which will be 
necessary, if we are to distinguish the statesman’s “ tendance ” of 
the community from all cognate or analogous occupations. We 
may take it from the humble industry of weaving woollen garments. 
If we set to work to distinguish the weaver’s industry from every 
other, a series of obvious “ divisions — we need not repeat them, 
though Plato gives them — soon leads us to the result that it is the 
industry of fashioning defences against climate and weather by the 
intertexture of wools (2796-280^). But this statement, though 
true, is not sufficiently precise. If we described the weaver as 
occupied with the tendance of clothes, wool-carders, fullers, 
stitchers, and others, to say nothing of the makers of the imple- 
ments they all use, might put in a claim to be called “ weavers.” 
If we are to avoid this difficulty, we must, in the first place, distin- 
guish carefully between the art which actually makes a thing, and 
those which only contribute in a subsidiary way to its production 
- -the principal and the subordinate arts (zSi^-r). Next, among 
principal ” arts ” concerned with clothes, we must set aside those 
which have to do with cleansing, repairing, and adorning the 
material ; this is ” tendance of clothes,'' but not tlie kind of tend- 
ance exercised by the weaver (282c). Next, if we consider the work 
of actually making the clothes, which we will call ” working in 
wool” (TaXacnovpyLKrj) , we Can divide it into two kinds, each of 
which may be subdivided again. Part of the work consists in 
separation of the composite (the carding of the wool is an illustra- 
tion) ; part consists in combining the separate into one. And this 
work of combining may take either of two forms, twisting or inter- 
lacing {2S2d). Both the warp and the woof of the intended web 
are made by twisting (or spinning), the one being spun closer and 



SOPHISTES-POLITICUS 899 

the other less close ; the weaving is the subsequent interlacing of 
the threads of warp and woof to make the web (283a). We might, 
of course, have made so simple a statement without going through 
the tedious series of divisions which have led up to it. They might 
be thought superfluous and unduly prolix. This leads us into a 
digression on the true standard of proportion in discourse generally 
(283c). 

We may distinguish two kinds of measurement (/xcrpi^TiKi}) and 
two standards of measure — one extrinsic and relative, the other 
intrinsic and absolute (the actual names are mine, not Plato’.s). 
We may measure things as great and small simply by reference 
to one another, or by refenmee to th(' standard of TO fiirpLov, 
the right amount, or, as it is also expressed, in words meant to 
sound paradoxical, Kara Tyv yeveaeo)*; avayKaiav ovaiav (“ by the 
standard of the being which is indispensable to the production,'' 
283^/). (The meaning is, to take a simple example, tliat a tea- 
spoonful of a liquid may be “ very little " by comparison with a 
bucketful; but it is dreadfully “too much," a dreadful “over- 
dose," if the liquid contains a concentrated poison, medicinal in 
minute doses.) The arts and their products, for example both 
statesmanship and the art of weaving, of which we have just spoken, 
are constantly employing this standard of the " just proportionate " 
in estimating excess and defect ; it is by adhering to it that “ all 
good things " are produced and preserved. To demonstrate the 
reality of this intrinsic standard of measurement might prove as 
long a business as we found it to demonstrate the reality of “ what 
is not," and, as we do not wish to be led too far away from our 
immediate topic, it is sufficient for our purpose to point out that 
unless we recognize it we shall have to deny the very possibility 
of applying science to the regulation of action (284^-^. (This 
thouglit of a “ just right mean " and its significance for action will 
meet us again still more prominently in the Philebus. From the 
use made of it in the Ethics it has come to be spoken of familiarly as 
the Aristotelian principle of the Mean. In justice to both Aristotle 
and Plato it is necessary to point out that the whole doctrine is 
Platonic, and that Aristotle never makes any claim to its author- 
ship, though he is careful to call attention, throughout the Ethics, 
to the points on which he believes himself to be correcting Plato 
and the Academy.) 

Thus the sciences generally fell into two classes— those which 
measure numbers, lengths, areas, velocities, etc., against one 
another, and those which take as the standard of their measure- 
ments the right mean {pirpiov), the appropriate (tt^cVov), the 
seasonable (Kaipo?), the morally necessary (Seoy). The saying 
that " all science is measurement " is only true on the condition 
that we remember this distinction between two kinds of measure- 
ment. (Thus Plato combines the view that “ science is measure- 
ment " with strict adherence to the principle of the absoluteness of 
moral and aesthetic values.) As an illustration of the point, we 
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cannot answer the question whether the disquisitions of the present 
conversation or of yesterday’s are “ excessively long ” except by 
considering that our primary object has not been to define the 
weaver’s work or even the statesman’s, but to train our souls in the 
accurate appreliension of the most important realities — those which 
are incorporeal and unseen. If this purpose could not have been 
equally effected by a quicker method, our longest digressions cannot 
be said to have been “ too long ” (284^-287/;). 

We now return to the main argument. The example has 
impressed it on us that in defining a science it is indisptuisable to 
discriminate it from others which are [a) subsidiary to it ; (h) 
analogous, but not identical with it. We must try to make this 
double discrimination for the case of the statesman . 

Arts or callings subsidiary to a principal “ art ” will, with a 
little forcing, come under one of the following heads : 

1. Those which make the insfrmnenis used by the principal 

art as its implements ; 

2. Those which make vessels for the safe keeping of products 

of all kinds ; 

3. Those which make stands and vehicles (ox^i/xara) ; 

4. Those which make coverings and defences of all kinds ; 

5. Those which ornament and embellish a product, and make 

it tasteful — arts of '' play ” ; 

6. Those which fabricate what the principal art uses as its 

raw material ” ; 

7. Those which provide nutriment of all kinds (287C-289C). 

[f we add one other branch of art, “ the rearing of herds,” 

already often mentioned, this classification will cover all our 
” property ” (KTr/fjLaTo), except slaves and personal servants (i.e. 
except those human ” chattels ” who directly assist a man, in a 
subordinate way, in the actual living of his life) . (The thought is 
that the only piece of ” property ” which cannot be reckoned, 
roughly speaking, under the head of ” implements ” or ” provisions,” 
is the ” chattel ” who is also your assistant in the work of living. 
You could not well apply to the services of your confidential clerk— 
who at Athens would have been your ” property ” -the formula 
that his business is to make, or to take care of, that which you use. 
He really is, in his degree, contributing to the actual ” tendance ” 
of your soul.) d'hus there is the same sort of analogy between the 
work of the king and that of a personal servant or slave as between 
the work of the weaver and that of the carder or spinner. 1'he 
person whom it would be most excusable to mistake for the king — - 
the irony is characteristically Platonic — is the ” menial ” (2890). 
For all his pomp and circumstance, the king really is very much 
like a ” menial servant.” 

We should expect, then, that the most plausible false pretender 
to the functions of the king would be some class of menials. On 
inspection we find, however, that most menials never dream of 
advancing such pretensions. If we extend the range of the term 
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to include all who render “ personal services,” we may bring seers 
(/Aai/T£ts) and priests under it ; both seer and priest are ” messen- 
gers ” or ” errand-runners ” of a sort (2cpc--d}. Now we are 
getting on the track of the pretender we wish to detect. Seers 
and priests are persons of self-importance and ” f)restige,” as we 
se(^ fiom many examples, particularly from that of Egypt, where it 
is a rule that the king must be a priest. But the pretender whom 
it is hardest to distinguish from the true statesman or king is a 
rather ditferent creature, who, like th(‘ sophist, has many disguises, 
and may, in fact, be said to be the greatest ” wizard ” (yo'n^) and 
sophist of all (2910). What he really is we may discover from the 
following considerations. 

There are three well-known types of government ; monarchy 
(the rule of a single' person), oligarchy (rule by a small select group)), 
democracy (rule by the general citizen body). But we may add that 
the first two have two forms, so that the whole number of types 
should be reckoned as hv'e. The single pxTson may rule in accord 
with law and with the consent of tlie ruled, ^ or he may rule by 
mere force, without law ; in the first case we call him a monarch, 
in the second a ” tyrant ” (dictator, usurper). So the rule of the 
few, based on law, is aristocracy ; the lawless rule of the few by 
mere force is oligarcliy. Democracy commonly retains the naine 
whether it is based on law or on mere force (29r^^-292a). This is 
the curnmt popular classification of forms of government. (It is, 
in fact, that regularly insisted on by Isocrates, a good representative 
of ” popular culture.”) But is the classification really scientific ? 
We have already seen that kingship or ruling is a directive science. 
The one relevant distinction between claimants to be rulers is 
therefore their possession or want of this science, not the distinctions 
between rule by the rich and rule by tlie poor, rule by fewer or more 
persons, on which the current classification is founded (292c). 
Now real knowledge of the science of ruling men is a very rare thing 
—rarer even than first-rate knowledge of draughts, though even that 
is rare enough. The number of genuine statesmen must be exceed- 
ingly few (293a). d'hose few, because they have scientific knowledge 
of principles, will be true kings or statesmen, whether they exercise 
thidr profession with the popular consent or not, with a written 
law as a control or not, just as the man who knows the science of 
medicine is the true physician whether his patients like his treat- 
ment, whether he follows the prescriptions of a textbook, or not 
(293rt“^). In any case, he, and only he, does the work of the 
physician, preserves the bodily health of the patients he ” tends.” 
So the one ideally right form of statesmanship is rule by the man 
who has true scientific knowledge about the ” tendance of the soul,” 

^ It is assumed that government resting on a law of the constitution is the 
same thing as government by consent of the governed. This is in accord with 
the current view that v6fxo^ is avvOrfKrj woXltQv (" the convention of the citizens ”). 
It is not meant that anything like the original formal “ social compact ” has 
ever passed. 
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and makes the souls of the citizens healthy, be his methods what 
they may (293^). 

Yet it is a hard saying that it is indifferent whether government 
is carried on by law or without it, and our position requires further 
examination. Legislation is, in a sense, part of the work of a states- 
man, and yet the idcxilly best thing would be the supremacy not 
of the laws but of the embodied wisdom of the true king. For 
no law can be trusted to produce the best effects in every case ; 
this is impossibki, since the law cannot take account of the infinite 
variations of individual cIiaractiT, situation, and circumstance. 
Any law will give rise to “hard cases” (294^-r). Why, then, 
is k'gislation indispensable ? Because it is impossible for the 
ruk‘r, who is a man with the limitations of humanity, to giv(‘ in- 
dividual direction in each of the countless cases whic h have* to be 
considered. He has to fall back on giving general directions whicli 
will suit the “ average ” man and th(‘ “ average ” situation 

Now su])pose that, over and beyond this, any practitioncT of a 
directive sckuice, e.g. a physician, were compelled to absent himself 
from his patients for long and frequent intervals, how would he 
meet the risk of their forgetting his directions ? He would provide 
them with written memoranda of the regimen they were to follow 
in his absence ; but if he came back sooner than he had expected, 
he would have no scruple about changing these written regulations 
if the case demanded it. So the true statesman, if he could return 
after an absence, would have no scruple in modifying his institutions 
and regulations for similar reasons, nor a second true statesman in 
changing those of a first (295^). It is popularly said that an in- 
novation in the laws is permissible if the proposer can persuade the 
city to adopt it, but not otherwise. Yet we should not say that a 
medical man who insisted on breaking through a written rule of 
treatment when he thought it necessary to do so had committed a 
fault in medical treatment because the patient had objected to the 
departure from the “ books ” ; so if a statesman makes the citizens 
better men by forcing them to innovate on their written and in- 
herited laws, we must not say that he has committed a fault in his 
science, a “ crime ” or a “ wrong ” (296c). Nor does a man’s claim 
to make such innovations depend on superior wealth ; the one and 
only relevant qualification is his wisdom and goodness. If he has 
these qualifications, he is entitled to save the “ vessel of the State ” 
as his goodness and wisdom direct, just as an actual pilot shapes his 
course by his living “ art,” not by a writtem rule. The wise ruler 
has only one rule which is inviolable, the rule of doing what is wise 
and right (to /xcra vov koI rix^yjs StKatoTaror, 2gyb). The one 
perfect “ form of government ” would be government by the living 
insight of such an ideal ruler ; all others are mere imperfect 
“ imitations,” of varying degrees of merit. 

In the absence of such an ideal ruler, that is, in the actual 
circumstances of human life, the best course is the very one we have 
just pronounced absurd where the ideal ruler is presupposed. The 
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laws ought to be absolutely sovereign, and violation of them should 
be a capital crime in a public man (297^). We may illustrate the 
point by recurring to the examples of the navigator and the 
physician. It is quite true that the competent navigator or 
physician frequently puts us to grave inconvenience and discomfort, 
and actually expects to be paid for doing so. But if this led us to 
make a rule that no one should practise these callings auTOKparwp 
(with full authority), but that anyone who ])1 eased might follow them 
on the condition of always adhering to n'gulations approved by a 
public assembly of laymen, we should get very strange results, 
and still stranger, if we further went on to appoint our practitioners 
annually by lot or by a property qualification, and required them, 
at the end of th(* year, unde r heavy penalties, to satisfy a court that 
they had infringed none of the n'gulations (2(j8a-2(j()b) . If we 
went the further length of enacting that anyone who made a new 
discovery in these or any other of the juactical sciences might be 
prosecuted as a traitor and “ corrupter of youth," and put to death 
if convicted, there would soon be an end of science and of life itself 
(299^-^). But the case would be even worse if the courts entrusted 
with the enforcement of the supposed regulations were not expected 
to follow any regulations themselves, but were free to give their 
verdicts as personal considerations prompted (300fl). After all, 
there was some experience (ireipa) which suggested these rules, and 
some intelligence employed in getting them generally accepted ; 
they w'ere not the expression of mere individual greed or vanity 
or caprice. 

The laws are at least an approximate ** imitation " of the 
principles on which the living ideal " king " would act. As we 
said, such a man would refuse to be bound by formulae when they 
do not really apply. In this one respect of departing from formula 
and precedent, the politicians who disregard the law are like the 
true statesman. But, since they are by hypothesis ignorant of the 
principles of statesmanship, they imitate his " innovations " badly 
they depart from law and precedent in the wrong cases and for 
wrong reasons. In any community where the ruler is not the ideal 
scientific statesman, and that means in every society where the 
" sovereign " is a body of several men, and most, if not all, when 
he is one man, the law ought to be absolutely paramount (301a). 
(This means that we must eliminate from practical politics " 
the “ rule of the saints " at which the Pythagorean brotherhood 
had aimed in the cities of Magna Graecia. The infallible ruler 
would be a god or a superman. Supermen are not found in the 
historical world ; there, the sovereignty of law is the succedaneum 
for an actual theocracy, as is further explained in the fourth book 
of the Laws.) 

These considerations explain why in actual fact we find five, 
not merely three, distin^ishable forms of government. When the 
“ well-to-do " govern with strict regard for law we have aristoc- 
racy ; when they disregard law, oligarchy. One person ruling with 
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reverence for law is so near an imitation of the ideal statesman that 
we give him the same name of king. When he “ pretends to act, 
like the true statesman, always for the best, unhampered by regula- 
tions/' but is really inspired by ignorance and lust, we call him a 
tyrant. Democracy receives one and the same name, whether it 
rests on a fundamental law or not. Since the perfect scientific 
statesman is not met in actual life, and his place has to be taken 
by vvsy imperfect laws which must not be contravened, it is not 
surprising that the public life of states should be as unsatisfactory 
as it is ; the real marvel is that some of them exhibit as much 
vitality and permanence as they do (302a). 

It is an important, if not strictly relevant, question which of 
these various constitutions is least unsatisfactory. We may say 
at once that monarchy, the rule of a single person, is the best of all, 
if it is strictly subject to good fundamental laws ; in the form of 
sheer j)crsonal ruk^ without laws, “tyranny,” it is worst of all. As 
for the “ rule of a few,” it is “ middling ” ; the rule of the multi- 
tude, from the inevitable subdivision of the sovendgn power, is 
weakest of all for good or evil, d'hus, when^ there is a fundamental 
law, monarchy is the bc;st constitution, aristocracy the second, 
democracy the worst ; where caprice rules instead of law, dcanocracy 
is least bad, oligarchy worse, despotism worst of all. ('fhere is likely 
to be more “ fundamental decency ” in a big crowd than in a little 
“ ring,” and least of all in an uncontrolled autocrat, 302&-3036.) 

We can now at last say who are the serious pretenders to the 
name of the statesman or king, from whom it is so important to 
discriminate him. They are the men of affairs in the imperfect 
constitutions, who delude themselves and their admirers into false 
belief in their practical wisdom; they call themselves iroXiriKoi 
(statesmen), but are really o-rtto-iacm/cot (party politicians). 3 hese 
are the supreme “ wizards ” and ” sophists ” of the world (303c). 

We have now, so to say, purged away all the dross 
from our concept of statesmanship ; only good ore is left. But 
as “ adamant,” itself a precious thing, is separated from gold 
in the last stages of the process of refining, so we have still to 
distinguish state.smanship from the tasks of the soldier, the judge, 
the preacher of righteousness who “ persuades men ” into goodness 
by the noble use of eloquence. Reflection satisfies us that the 
business of the statesman is not to persuade or to win battles, but 
to decide whether persuasion or enforcement shall be adopted, 
whether war shall be made or not. So his business is not to ad- 
minister the laws but to make the laws which the courts then ad- 
minister. Each of the callings just mentioned has charge of one 
action, the proper performance of which is its contribution to the 
“ tendance ” of the city ; the statesman's superior function is to 
control and co-ordinate all these inferior activities (^o^d-^oSe). His 
task is to weave together all classes in the State into the one fabric 
of the life of the whole. 

Just as a web is made by the intertexture of the stiffer threads 
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of the warp and the softer of the woof, so the garment of national 
life or character has corresponding components : there are the 
harder and sturdier and the softer and gentler temperaments, as 
material. Spc'aking generally, there are two main types of tem- 
perament — the adventurous, keen, and masculine, and the quiet 
and gentle. Tlu' very “ virtues ” of the two are, in a way, opposed ; 
that of the one is valour, that of the other modesty and orderliness 
((r(xi(t>po(rvvr)) . And either, carried to the extrem(‘ and untempered 
l)y the other, dc'generates, the one into harshness, violence, and fury, 
the other into softness and sloth. If the life of a society permanently 
takers its tone from the predominance of the softer type', it begins 
by being unambitious, peaceful, and neighbourly, but there is the 
risk that, for she'er want of grit and backbone, the city will end by 
being enslaved ; where the adventurous, ambitious type' pre'vail, 
the same result is likely to follow from the hostilities in wliich such 
a sex'iety is sure to be entangle'd by its aggressive'iiess (308^7). The 
task of true statesmanship is just to weave these two contiastcd 
strains well and deftly te)gethe'r. 'I'he true statesman would begin 
by a careful testing of the temperaments in the State ; he would 
then demand that the educator should train the characters of the 
young, so as to make them into the right kind of material from 
which to weave the fabric of a sound public life, as the weaver of 
cloth looks to the carder and others to provide him with properly 
prepared yarn (3087/). Thoroughly intractable temperaments 
would be excluded by death and banishment, or at least reduced 
to the status of slavery (309^7). 

The statesman then proceeds to give instruction for the inter- 
weaving of the threads he has selected, the characters who can be 
trained into the combination of valour with sophrosyne. He will 
regard as the threads of his warp the temi)eraments in which the 
original bias is to action and adventure, as the threads of the woof 
the tamer and quieter. The actual weaving of the two together 
is a double process ; the “ cv('rlasting in the souls of the citizens 
will be knit by a divine bond, the merely animal by a 
human.'' The “ divine " bond is constituted by “ true and 
assured beliefs " about good and right, bad and wrong. These 
the statesman will look to the educator to provide. The effect of 
such an education is to make the naturally daring soul gentler by 
teaching it respect for the rights of others, and to develop the natural 
orderliness of the quiet and unambitious into sophrosyne and wisdom. 
This education, which corrects the bias of each type, is the “ divine " 
bond which most effectively produces unity of life and character, 
but it will only produce its full effect in the finest souls. The 
human " and inferior way of producing unity in the society is to 
take care that marriages are contracted on the right principles. 

At present, to say nothing of marriages based on equality in 
fortune or rank, the tendency is for persons of the same type of 
temperament to mate with one another, the adventurous with the 
adventurous, the quiet with the quiet. But this is a false principle, 

14 
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and militates against real unity of spirit in the community. Tho 
right principle would be that {xtsoiis in wlioni (‘ithor bias is pn ^t^nl 
should be mated with partners of the otlier bias. This would not 
only prevent the society from falling outwardly ijito two groups 
without close relations, but would lead to a canctdliiig out of one- 
sided bias in tlie children of the marriage, and so makt* for tlie 
permanent continuance of tht‘ type of citizem whom vv(* must Ijavc 
if tlu' community is to endure. The main nec(‘ssity is to provdd(‘ 
l)y tli(‘ right kind of education that both temperamental ty])t‘s 
shall havt; th(‘ same convictions about good and evil ; if this is once 
attained, the further unification of the community I)y propiT re- 
gulations about marriage and the like is an eas}^ task lu). 

WIkui the fabric has been thus duly woven, it only remains for the 
statesman to constitute the officials necessary for the administra- 
tion. Wlujnt a single official is required, he will take care to select 
one who (‘xhibits the union of the two strains of temperament of 
wfiich we have spoken. WiieTe a board lias to be constituted, he 
will see that both types arc properly represented, so that the energy 
and vigour of one part of its members tempers and is tempered by 
the gentleness and caution of the other part (31 This is 

how the science of the statesman directs and controls the con- 
struction of the most glorious of all fabrics, the garment of a 
righteous and happy national life. 

It will be observed that the dialogue is peculiarly rich, apart 
from its immediate political teaching, in ideas which have passed 
over into the substance of Aristotelian ethics. Thus, in addition 
to the conception of the ‘‘ intrinsic ” standard of the Right Mean, 
we may mention the distinction between Cognitive and Practical 
Science, which corresponds to Aristotle's fundamental distinction 
between fheoretical and Practical Philosophy ; ^ the conception 
of the relation of a “directive," or, as Aristotle says, “architec- 
tonic" science to its subordinate disciplines, together with the 
spixification of the two marks of the “ directive " science — that it 
uses what its subordinate disciplines make, and that it superintends 
and regulates their practitioners ; the conception of thi‘ science of 
the statesman — Politics — as being, in virtue of its conc('rn with the 
production of the good life for the community, the single supreme 
directive practical science ; the insistence upon education, which 
provides the statesman with his proximate raw material, men and 
women with the right type of character, as the most important of 
all the disciplines subservient to statesmanship. All these con- 
ceptions happen to be more familiar to us from the Ethics and 
Politics than from the Politicus, but it is from the Politicus that 

^ There is the dinerence that Aristotle, unlike Plato, insists that Politics is a 
practical science, this is a mere verbal diflerence. Plato’s reason for calling 
it cognitive is that, though it deals with irpd^eis, its work is not manipulative , 
but the giving of directions, an intellectual task. Aristotle's real reason for 
denying Politics the name of “ theoretical" science is that he is preoccupied, 
in a way in which IMato is not, by his distinction between necessary and 
contingent subject-matter. 
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Aristotle took tlu'rn, as is sliown by tlie freciut'ncy with which he 
echoes his master's phraseology and repeats his illustrations. 
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C n A P T V. R X V I 

1'HK rjn/JUius 

I N the Philebus we are once nion^ dealing with “practice/* 
and inoH' specifically with “ individual ’’ morality. The 
dialogue is a straightforward discussion (jf the question 
wludluT the “ good for man ” can be idt'utitied either with ])leasure 
or with the life of thought. Socratc's once more takes the part of 
chief s])eaker, a place given him in no other dialogue' late r than tint 
Tlicac/c/ns. The explanatieni of this is ne) doul)t, as Burnet has said, 
that the subject-matter, tlie application of Pythagorean “cate- 
gory's “ to pre)blerns of conduct, is precisely that which Plato 
represents as having always been his chief interest. I think it 
significant that, as we shall sec, all through the discussion tlu‘ “ cate- 
gories “ with which Socrates works are the Pythagorean concepts 
of the Unbounded, the Limit, and their synthesis. We know from 
Aristotle that one of the characteristic divergences of Plato from 
the Pythagoreans was that he substituted for their antithesis of 
the Boundless and the Limit that of the Boundless, conceived as 
“unbounded in both directions" (the Grcat-and-SmaJl), and the 
()}ie. ^ (On the Pythagorean view, the One, or Unit, was the simplest 
synthesis of the Boundless with Limit.) It is clear, since Aristotle 
never hints at any change in Plato*s teaching, that the doctrine 
he calls Platonic must have been taught in the Academy as early 
as his own arrival there in 367 ; the Philebus is certainly one of the 
latest w^orks of Plato’s life, and must have b(‘en written years after 
367, but it still uses the Pythagorean, not the Platonic, antithesis. 

1 can see no I'xplanation except the simple one that for the purposes 
of th(‘, discussi(ui the IVtliagorean catt'gories are satisfactory, and 
that Plato is unwalling to make Socrates ex})()untl what he knows to 
be a noveltN’ of his own. 

There are no data for determining the relati\’c' dates of comj)osi- 
tion of Philebus, Timacus, Laws, Presumablv the composition 
of the Laws was going on w’hen the other two were written. The 
dramatic date of the conversation cannot be fixed, except that from 
Philebus 7 we see that it is later than the first visit of Gorgias 
to Athens ; the scene is also left unspecified, though it is, no doubt, 
“ somewhere in (or about) “ Athens. The tw^o young men who 
figure as interlocutors, Protarchus and Philebus, are entirely 

^ Alet. A <)Syh 25, t6 5 avrl toO dirclpov u>s dvdSa TroiTjcai Kai rd Airtipov in. . 
Ut‘yik\ov Kai fiiKpov, tout* idiots. 
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unknown to us.^ Socrates addresses the former as “ son of Callias," 
but the name Callias was a common one, and we cannot say what 
Callias is meant, except that it cannot be vSocrates’ acquaintance 
Callias the “ millionaire,” whose children were mere boys at the 
time of Socrates’ trial (Apol. 20 a). 

If we know so little about the date of the dialogue, we seem 
able to say much more definitely than for most of the dialogues 
what were the circumstances which occasioned its composition. 
'Fhc obj('ct of the discussion is to ('xamine two rival theses about 
the ” good ” : (a) that it is pleasure (rjSovrj), (b) that it is ” thinking ” 
TO (/)poi'€Lv, TO v()€Lr. Th(‘ wuy ill wliicli the theses are formulated 
at the outset (ii/j) suggests at onc(^ that we are dealing with a 
quaeslio disputaia within a regular philosophical school. When we 
find that the puri)ose of the dialogue is to criticize both, to dismiss 
both as inadequate, and to suggest a via media, the impression 
naturally arises that Plato, as head of the Academy, is acting as 
" moderator ” in a dispute within his own school. The evidence 
of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics seems to convert the possibility 
into a certainty. As is well known, Aristotle there deals twice over 
with the problem of the relation between good and pleasure. In 
the discussion of the seventh book, lit- starts with an anti-Hedonist 
thesis that pleasure is not good at eill, examines the arguments 
adduced by its defenders, and urges that they arc so inconclusive 
that they (lo not even prove that pleasure is not the supreme good. 
'I'hc arguments are all taken from Platonic dialogues, including the 
Philehus itself, but employed to prove .sornetliing different from the 
conclusions drawn in Idato. Since one of these is that “ pleasure, 
must be bad, because' it hinders thought ” — a misrepre\sentation 
of the argument of PJuiedo 66a ff.— the pemons who advanced 
them clearly held that the good is ” thinking ” (to export tv), the 
thesis pitted against the identification of good with pleasure at 
the opening of our dialogue, Aristotle incidentally mentiems 
among their arguments the cemtention that pleasure cannot be the 
good because pleasure and pain are both bad things which a wise' 
man avoids, and names the author of the doctrine, Speusippus.^ 
In the .second discussion of the subject, he also tells us who the person 
who identified ” the good ” with pleasure was ; it was the famous 

Mt is assumed that there is also a considerable nuiiibci of young men who 
form a .silent audience ( i ('a 4). Socrates is even said to be granting the party a 
(rvpovala (ifjr 5), a word wdiich has the suggestion of a formal “lecture” or 
confirmee. It is clear, in spite of the opposite view of some editors, that 
Philebus, who is almost silent throughout the dialogue, is a mere lad, much 
more immature in mind than Protarchus. 'J his explains the touch of petul- 
ance about his declaration {i2n) that nothing will ever persuade him out of his 
Hedonism. His worship of rjdovr} is jirst a boy’s zest for the joie de vivre. 

^ E.N. i i53^>5. Speusi])j>us argued that the badness of pain does not 
prove the goodness of pleasure; both are opposed to the “ good,” as “ the 
greater” and “ the less ” are both opposed to “ the equal.” I.e. the good 
condition is absence of botli pleasurable and painful excitement. Hence the 
point that “the good man pursues not the pleasant but the painless ” (E.N. 
1152b 15) will be part of his argument. 
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mathematician Eudoxus, and his argument was precisely that which 
is hinted at in the opening words of the Philebus (lift 5) and alluded 
to again at its close (6yb i), that pleasure is the one end which 
all living things instinctively and spontaneously pursue.^ 'rhese 
references seem to make it certain that the issue discussed in the 
dialogue is one which had actually divided the members of the 
Academy, the question what is really meant by the Platonic '‘Form 
of Good/' One party thinks that it means pleasure, the other 
that it means thought.* The attitude taken by Plato in the 
dialogue to this discussion is, to all intents and purposes, precisely 
that of the “ moderator " in the schools of the Middle Ages “ deter- 
mining ” a quacstio disputata. The arguments produced by both 
parties are reviewed and weighed, and the balances is struck between 
the disputants. It is decided that the issue shall be narrowed down 
to a consideration of the " good for man " in particular. When the 
cjuestion has thus been delimited, it is “ determined ” l)y the 
answer that neither pleasure alone nor thought alone is the “ good " 
or best life for men ; the best life must include both thought and 
grateful feeling; bat of the two, thought is the “predominant 
partner." This is, in fact, the conclusion to which tho discussion 
is made to lead ; it is also the verdict given on the same issue in 
Aristotle's Ethics, which owe more of their inspiration to the Philebus 
than to any other Platonic dialogue. 

The Question pkopounded {iia-2ob). — What is “ the good " ? 
Philebus has an answer to this question: “pleasure, joy, delight," 
this is the good for all living creatures. Socrates disputes this : 
“ thought, intelligence, memory, true judgment," are better than 
pleasure “ for all who can share in them " Thus Philebus 

originally makes an assertion not simply about the good for man 
in i)articular, but about good universal, “ the " good. Socrates 
commits himself to no assertion about good universal, but asserts 
that for an intelligent being, like man, there is something better 
than pleasure, namely, the exercise of intelligence. If we are to 
decide between those conflicting views, we must at least agree on 
the sense to be put on the phrase, “the good for man." We may 
take it that both of us mean by this phrase “ a condition and state 
KOI. StdOeo-L^) of soul which can make any man's life happy " 
The question is whether pleasure, or again, thought, or 
possibly something better than either, is that “ state and condition." 

^ E.N . II 72/; 9-15. 

® Few scholars would now make the old mistake, which unfortunately 
persists in some of tlie best expositions of the dialogue, of supposing the 
Hedonists and anti-Hedonists aimed at to be Cyrenaics and Cynics respec- 
tively. 

® This is the definition of Aristotle also, except that Aristotle holds that 
the true genus of happiness is not tTi* (state) but ivlpycia (activity). This is 
a valuable correction of the language of the Academy, but no more than a 
correction of their language. Aristotle never suggests that Plato, or any 
member of the Academy, meant that the ” good " is a mere passive state. 
He blames their terminology for not marking the difference between such a 
state and an " activity." 
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In this last case, we should have to say that neither pleasant feeling 
nor thought is, by itself, the good for man, but we should still have 
to say that whichever of the two is most akin to the complete good 
for man is the better of them (These remarks foreshadow 

the coming conclusion that the “good for man “ includes both 
components, but that thought is the more valuable of the two.) 

Now “ pleasure ” is a word with many shades of meaning. A 
“ life of pleasure “ often means a vicious life, yet we say that the 
continent man finds his very continence pleasant ; we talk of the 
“ pleasures of folly and extravagant day-dreams, but we also say 
that the “ thinking man “ finds his thinking pleasant. Thus there 
may be pleasures of many kinds, and we have no right to assume 
that all must be good (i2d). You may say, as the Hedonist does, 
that the difference of which Socrates speaks is a difference in the 
sources from which pleasure is derived, not in the pleasure yielded, 
but this would be evading the real issue. All pleasant exp(Ti(mces 
agree in being pleasant, just as all coloured surfaces agree in being 
coloured. But there are more or less marked colour-contrasts 
also. Why then may there not be pleasure-contrasts within the 
genus pleasure ? If there arc, this will be a reason for hesitating to 
ascribe the predicate good to all pleasures. 

“ Pleasure is good ” is, in fact, a synthetic proposition (i3«), 
and therefore we cannot assume the impossibility of regarding 
some pleasures as good, but others as bad. They are all, of course, 
pleasant, but pleasantness might be present both in good and in 
bad experiences. Similarly, if we consider the rival thesis, that 
thought is “ the good,” we can see that it is one thing to make 
the analytic propositions “ science is science,” ” knowledge is 
knowledge,” another to say that “ science (or knowledge) is good.*’ 
If then; are a plurality of ” sciences,” or other activities of intellect, 
some of them may conceivably be good, others bad (i4«). Thus 
we sec that our present discussion raises the old and eternally 
recurring problem of the one and the many (14c). 

One form of this probk;m may now be regarded as long ago 
disposed of, the ancient difficulty of the possession of many qualities 
or parts by the same individual (j/\d-e). This was the form in which 
the problem had arisen, e.g. in the Phaedo ; presumably Plato 
means that the solution given there is sufficient to dispose of the 
question. The case which still needs investigation is that in which 
the ” one ” is not a thing which comes into or passes out of being, 
but belongs to the non-phenomcnal order. This case gives rise; 
to three questions : {a) whether there really are such non-pheno- 
menal “ units ” ; (6) how we are to reconcile their unity with their 
reality or being ; ^ (c) how we can think of such units as being at 

1 Phileb. 156 2-4. The wording of this second question is a little obscure, 
but the meaning seems to be made plain if we read the words in the light of the 
** antinomies ” of the Parmenides. When we try to think of an bv tv, a real 
unit, we seem driven either to deny its unity in order to maintain its reality, 
or to deny its reality in order to save its unity. This is also how Burnet 
takes the words {Greek Philosophy, Part /., 326, n. 2). 
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once one and many. (This last question is manifestly the same 
which has met us in the Sophistes, the problem of the '' communion '' 
of a form itself with other forms.) These are the problems which 
still give rise to vehement discussion ( 15 ^-c). 

We certainly cannot evadci these problems ; they are perpetually 
turning up in all our “ discourses,” and we must meet them as best 
we can (i5^/”i6i). There is no better way of dealing with them 
than tliat of which Socrates has always been a lover. (Compare 
the way in which he speaks in the Phaedrus of his reverence for tlu^ 
true dial(‘.ctician who knows how to divide ” a subject rightly.) 
I'here was long ago a Prometlieus — Pythagoras is the person meant 
who revealed the art by which such ]'>rohl(‘ms may be treated. 
His followers have lianded down to us the tradition that ” whatever 
is at any time said to be ” is composed of tlie constitiK'iits limit 
and the unlimited. No matter what subject we study, we can find 
tlu'se elements in it. We can always find a single form (the allusion 
is to the Pythagorean doctrine that the “unit ” is the first combina- 
tion of limit and unlimited) — and on inspection we shall, with 
care, be able to discover two, or three, or some other number of 
d(Tinite further forms included in it. We should next tak(‘ each 
of these forms and look for a definite number of forms included in 
tlK'in, and continue this process as long as fresh forms are to be 
found. It is only when we can no longer repeat the process that 
W(^ should let things “ go to infinity.” In this way, the only way 
worthy of a dialectician, we shall discover not only that every form 
is at once one and infinitely many, but also how many it is (i6c-iya). 
(That is, we must not be content to say, for example, that a.nimal, 
or anything els(‘, is one kind and also that there are an indefinite 
number of animals ; we must attempt to make a logical division 
which will show us exactly what and how many species of animals 
we can distinguish. It is only when we have reached an infuna 
species incapable of further logical subdivision tliat we may consickT 
the indefinite multiplicity of individuals. So long as you can go 
on with the logical division, each genus has not an indefinite 
plurality but a detcTininate number of constituents.) Thus the 
grammarian must not say that articulate sound is in a sense one, 
and yet that there are “ any number ” of different articulate' 
sounds ; he must know how many distinct sounds his alphabet 
has to rej)resent. To do this he has to divide articulate sounds 
into vowels and consonants, and the consonants again into “ stops ” 
and “ sonants.” It is only if he finds that these classes cannot 
be subdivided into sub-classes that he may then enumerate the 
individual vowels, stops, or sonants. Thus definite number (the 
number of the constituent species and sub-species) is everywhere 
the intermediate link between the one genus and its indefinitely 
numerous members {lyb-'Li^d), 

We must apply this consideration of method to our special 
moral problem. Before we can decide whether all pleasure or all 
thinking is good or not, we must know not only that pleasure is one 
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and knowledge one, and again that there are ever so many 
pleasures and forms of knowledge, but also how many there are. 
llie question is, in fact, whether wc can discover distinct “ forms ” 
or kinds '' (c^Sr/) of pleasure or of thinking, and how many (196). 
But this is a long and perplexing inquiry, and Protarchus would 
be glad if Socrates could find some way of deciding the immediate 
question whether thinking is better than pleasure without raising 
this more fundamental issue { 2 oa-b). 

Preliminary Delimitation of the Problem. — Neither 
Pleasure nor Thought alone is the Good for Man (200-220). — Socrates, 
as wc shall see, has no serious intention of allowing the question 
whether there are “ kinds ” of pleasure to be shirked. But wc can get 
rid of one of the issues raised without going so deep into the matter. 
He seems to rcmcmilx'r lu^aring— perhaps in a dream — that “ the 
good is neither pleasure nor thought, but something better than 
both. If that should be true, wc can, at any rate, dispose of the 
doctrine that pleasure is the good, and wc can d('al with this point 
without going into the question about “ kinds " of pleasure (20c), 
if we can agree on certain " notes ^ characteristic of the supreme 
good and find that pleasures do not exhibit these notes. Obviously 
it is a note of the good that it is something “ finished or “ com- 
plete '' (rcAcor), and consequently that it is “ sufficient ” (iKaior), 
and finally, therefore, that it is the one thing and the whole of the 
thing at which any crc'ature which apprehends it ever aims, th(' 
whole and comjiletc fulfilment of dcLsin; (20^^).^ We may thus makc^ 
it a criterion of the good for man that it is what any one of us who 
knows what it is would choose in preference to anything else, and 
would b(‘ compl(‘tc‘ly satisfied by. Judged by this criterion, neither 
pleasure nor “ thought ” can be that good. Even a professed 
Hedonist would not choose by preference a life simply made up of 
moments of intense pleasurable feeling and nothing else. He 
would want to be aware that he is feeling ydeasure in the present, 
to remember that he has felt it in the past, and to anticipate that 
he will feel it in th(‘ future. Thus he would demand intellectual 
activity as well as feeling to make him happy ; a life all feeling would 
be that of an oyster rather than of a man. The same thing is true 
about a life which is all thinking and no feeling. No man would 
choose a life of mere intellectual activity entirely neutral in feeling- 
tone. Any man would prefer a “ mixed life, which contains both 
“ thought " and pleasant feeling. The “ mixed lifi; " is thus better 
for man than the unmixed. A life of “ unmixed ” feeling would 
only be complete ” and “ sufficient for a brute, or perhaps a 
plant ; a life of unmixed '' intellect ma}^ perhaps be suitable to 

* I use the word much as Newman uses it when he talks of the " notes " 
of the true Church. 

” These same notes are adopted by Aristotle from the dialogue as the 
characters whicli must be exhibited by the ** good for man ” 1097^ 25 fL). 

The Xdyos of which it is there said that it comes to the same thing " as Aris- 
totle’s own is the Academic theory of the "good for man,” as given in the 
Phtlebus. 
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God, but not to man. The good for man must exhibit both factors. 
But the real problem of our dialogue still remains. Does the 
“ mixed life owe its goodness primarily to the presence of thought 
in it, or to the presence of pleasant feeling ? Which is preponder- 
antly the cause of its goodness ? Socrates must not expect to be 
“ let off '' this discussion, and to deal with it we shall require to 
follow a long and difficult line of thought. This brings us to the 
main argument of the dialogue. 

The Relativp: Significance and Place of Pleasure and 
Thought in the Good for Man [2'^c-b6d), — Formal Character oj 
Each (23c -30^). — ^Anything which is actual can be placed in one of 
four classes : [a) infinite or unbounded (to aTretpov) ; (h) limit 

(Trepas) ; (c) the “ mixture or combination of both these con- 
stituents ; [d) the cause which brings them together (230-^). To 
('xplain a little more precisely : “ temperature,'* or, in the Greek 
phrase, hotter and colder." is an example of what we mean by 
(a). We can call it " infinite" or " boundless" because anything 
can always be made hotter or colder than it is ; there is no tempera- 
ture which is the maximum or minimum conceivable, and again, 
if you have two different degrees of temperature, you can insert 
between them an endless number of intermediate temperatures 
different from both. Since temperature may be increased or 
diminished, we may also call it a “ ^eat and small ** or “ a less and 
more " (a fieya Kal fiLKpov), and this, as we know from Aristotle, 
was Plato's own name for what the Pythagoreans, whose language 
Socrates is using in our dialogue, called the aireipov. And what we 
can say about temperature, we can equally say about everything 
which allows of indefinite variation in magnitude or in degree, 
admits of “more and less," or such qualifications as "intense," 
“ slight." We may thus class together all that admits of such var- 
iation under one single liead as the "infinite " (24^0. The " infin- 
ite " is thus what we should call quality with a continuous range. 

By the " limit," again, as a single " form " we mean whatever 
does not admit " the more and the less," but admits such predicates 
as " the equal," " the double," in a word, whatever is "as an in- 
t(^ger to an integer or a measure to a measure " (256). The limit 
(TTcpas) means thus precise mathematical determination, number, 
ratio, measure. (The last is added to cover the case of " surd " 
ratios, like that of i : ^' 2 or side of square : diagonal.) 

The " mixed " class, or " mixture of the two," means a precise 
and definitely determined magnitude or intensity of any quality. 
(Thus, temperature is an aTretpor, 20 is a iripas, a temperature 
of 20° C. is an instance of the " mixture " ; rainfall is an airupov, 6 is 
a TTcpas, but a rainfall of 6 inches is a plciktov, and so on.) The 
introduction of determination into a " more and less " is precisely 
what we call a ycVco-is, or process of becoming (25^). (E.g,, to raise 

water to a temperature of 100° C. is the " process " of making it boil, 
it is also the introduction of the " limit " 100° into the aireipov, 
temperature.) 
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Now we note that health in the body, proper altunement in 
music, beauty and proportion in a body or a face, good climate, and 
the like, all depend on the production of definite “ limit or ratio 
in an aircLpov of some kind ; departure from this proper ratio pro- 
duces disease, false intervals in music, ugliness, bad climate. And 
the same thing holds about goodness in the soul {26b 6). The point 
to be made is thus that the right or sound or good state of anything 
is marked by definite proportion and “ limit " ; there may be in- 
finitely numerous divergences from this one right proportion or 
equilibrium, but they are all in varying degrees bad. This is what 
is meant by calling the development which leads up to and stops 
at the production of the right proportion a yci/co-/? eh omrlar, a 
development leading to a stable being {26d), The point is that the 
physician producing health in his patient, for example, may do so 
by steadily increasing the proportion of the “ dry,’' or again of the 
“ moist,” in the invalid, but he does not aim at increasing this 
beyond limits. There is a definite ratio of the ” hot ” to the 
” cold,” or of the ” moist ” to the ” dry,” which is characteristic 
of health. When the ytVeo-ts set up by the physician’s treatment 
has secured this ratio, he dismisses the patient. Health once 
attained, you don’t make the man healthier in indefiniinm by passing 
further and further beyond the ” limit ” ; you would only give him 
a new disease instead of the old one. This explains why we shall 
be told directly that all the good things in life belong to this class 
of the ” mixed.” 

As for the ” cause,” we mean by it the agent which sets up 
such a process as we have described, to tto/ovi' (26^). We have 
therefore to distinguish it both from that which it produces, the 
process or ycVco-ts, and that which ” subserves it for the process,” 
the ” matter ” of the process. The process we have already 
referred to our third class ; the ” matter ” of the process is just 
the factors which are brought into combination, the unlimited and 
limit. This is wliy we had to add the fourth class to the other three. 
We note here that the account of the ” mixed ” class is the direct 
source of the ” right mean ” in Aristotle’s Ethics. ” Moral ” 
goodness, according to Aristotle’s familiar account in E.N. ii., 
is a fixed and habitual right ” mean ” or proportion in our appetitions 
and temp(;rs, and the process of becoming good is one of ” qualifying ” 
them, i.e. training them to exhibit just the proportion demanded by 
the ” right rule ” (6p<?os \6yos).^ Thus it is just such a process 
of ycVcortg (h oviviav as has just been described, the aireipov in the 
case being the indefinite degrees of frequency and intensity which 
tempers and appetitions admit, and the iripas the exact degree 
demanded by the ” right rule.” 

^ 'J'he opObs \ 6 yos itself is Platonic too, and appears to come from Laws, 659^, 
where education is said to be the “ drawing and attracting of children to the 
right discourse { 6 pdbs \ 6 rfoi) uttered by the law." That Aristotle was influenced 
by this passage is shown by his allusion to it as excellently said by Plato at 
E.N. 11046 12. 
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Now let us apply what we have just said to our particular 
problem. We see that the “ mixed life," including both intellectual 
activity and agreeable feeling, on the face of it, falls in our third 
class, because it has these two distinct factors. (It is intended to 
hint at the result to be established later, that the two factors need 
to be combined according to definite law and proportion.) But 
what about the life of pleasure recommended by Philebus, which 
consisted in having as much pleasure and as intense pleasure as 
you can get ? Pli^asure, and again pain, clearly belong to the class 
of the " infinite," since muther, in its own nature, has a minimum 
or a maximum (27^?). Philebus thinks that it is this impossibility 
of ever exhausting the possibilities of pleasure which makes it so 
good. But you might also say that it is the same impossibility 
of exhausting those of pain which makes pain so bad (28a). Hence 
it is clear that the mere indefinite range of pleasure is no proof of its 
goodness. What, again, about the " intelligence " (povs), know- 
ledge, wisdom, preferred by Socrates ? Into what class does this 
fall? (28a). We are agreed to reject the theory that the course of 
the universe is random 28^^), and to agree with the traditional 
belief that it is directed by a supn'me wisdom and in- 

telligence (ror?) in every particular. Now wIkui we look at our 
own constitution, we see that tlu' materials of which our body is 
made are only small parcels of the great cosmic masses of similar 
materials, and that these constituents are found in a much higher 
degree of purity from other ingnalients elsewhere in the universe 
than in our bodies. The " fire ” in us ' is small in bulk and " im- 
pure " in substance by comparison with the fin^ in the sun. And 
again th(' " fire " or " water " in us is fed and kept up by that in 
the larger world ( 2 C)c). And generally our little body is fed by the 
mass of body without us (zgc). By analogy, we may infiT that 
since there is soul in us, it too comes from a greater and brighter 
.soul in the universe. Also, we see in our own case that when things 
arc amiss with the body, it is the int(‘lligence, resident in the soul, 
which re-establishes order by means of the medical art. So we 
may reasonably hold that in the universe at large, the same holds 
good. The order in it is due to intelligence (roDs), and intelligence 
is only found in souls. So we may hold that there are sujX'Thuman 
souls, and that it is their intelligence which is the cause of cosmic 
order (y)d). And wt' may answer the qu(‘stion now bc'fore us by 
saying that ror-s (intelligence) belongs to th(' fourth of our classes, 
the class of " the cause of the mixture " 

* Plato may be tliinking, c.^., of the " animal heat " of the organism and its 
dependence on a proper suj^ply of solar warmth, but more probably his 
allfJsion is to the theor>', aclo})tcd in the Republic and Timaeus, that the im- 
mediate organ of vision is itself a ray of light issuing from the eye, and is 
itself d(?rived from the sun’s light. 

2 1 have given the general sense of the passage from ^oa 8 to ^oe 3 without 
going into the question of precise reading and interpretation of particular 
phrases. 1 think Plato clearly means to tdentijy vovs with the “ cause of the 
mixture.” i his is not inconstUent with his view that the good for man is not 
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There has been a great deal of discussion on the point of the 
place to be assigned to the forms, as we know tlu'm from ('arlier 
dialogues, in the classification of the Philebns.^ No one lias imagined 
that they could be reckoned as examples of the iiTrcifjoi', but different 
scholars have placed them in each of the other three classes. 1 do 
not propose to spend much time on the ]>roblem, sinct; it sec'ins plain 
that the fourfold classification has been devised with a view to a 
problem where the forms are not specially relevant, and the true 
solution is thus that they find no place in this classification. W(‘ 
must not look for them in the class of the “ cause,'’ since cause 
has been explicitly equated with agent, and it is quite certain that 
the forms of th(^ Phaedo and Republic are not agents. (At least, 
we could only ascribe agency to the “ Form of Good," and that, 
as Socrates’ difficulty in speaking of it shows, holds a unique plact^ 
in the scheme.) Limit, again, has been defined in a way which 
shows that it nK'ans specifically mathematical ratio. Hence, 
though, in a way, the forms may be said, as defining and deter- 
mining the character of tlu' scuisibles which "partake” them, to 
function as " limits,” they must not be identifu;d with the Trepas of 
this dialogue. Again, though this is a matter which must not b(^ 
discussed until we reach our final chapter, it is plain from Aristotle's 
allusions ^ that, according to the doctrines taught in the Academy 
as early as 367-6, the forms, " man,” " animal,” and the rest 
actually contain two factors, a " great-and-small ” and a limiting 
factor, " the one ” or " unit.” So far they resemble the " mixed 
class ” of our dialogue, and Professor H. Jackson did right to call 
attention to this. But all the examples of tlie “ mixed ” class in 
the Philebus are taken from the world of " events,” and the forms 
clearly are not " mixtures ” of that kind. Not to dwell on the 
further point that the Trepan of the Philebus stands for any definite 
ratio, whereas the Trepa? element in the forms, according to 
Aristotle, was the " one,” and the " one ” in the Philebus is only 
spoken of as equivalent to any genius regarded as a single whole. 
It is clear that the line of thought which leads to the classification 
in the Philebus brings us nearer to what Aristotle knew as the central 
doctrine of Platonism than anything else in Plato’s writings. But 
it seems equally clear that Plato's final thought is not disclosed 
even here. From his own language in Epistle vii. we may infer 
that he never intended the reading of a written work to do more 
than supply hints which might put a really original mind in the 
position to discover his thought after a great deal of hard personal 
thinking, and that he did not expect even as much as this apart 

vovs. It is clear from the Refniblic (5066) that the general question whether the 
good can be knowledge or pleasure is older than the speculations of Speusippus 
and Eudoxus, What is distinctive in the Philebus is the appeal to psychology 
as relevant to the issue, 

' See Burnet, Greek Philosophy, Part I., 332 ; R. G. Bury, Philebus, pp. 
Ixiv-lxxiv ; H. Jackson, Journal of Philology, x. 253 £f. ; Kaeder, Platons 
philosophische Entwickelung, 370 fi. 

*Cf., e.g., Aristot. Met. 9876 18-27 
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from the actual daily contact of the student’s living mind with his 
own.^ Hence I shall defer anything I have to say about the central 
mystery of the Platonic philosophy for consideration in a final 
chapter. Provisionally, I will merely say what is quite obvious, 
that, viewed in their relation to the things which “ partake ” of 
them, the forms, as we have so far met with them, act as an element 
of “limit “ and determination, but that, as the recognition in the 
So phis/ cs of a “communion” of forms, as such, with out' anotluT 
sIkjws, this is quite consistent with the view that a form which 
functions as a “ limit ” should itself also be analysable into a 
combination of an “ unlimited ” and a “ limit.” 

The Psycholocjy of Pleasure and Pain (3I«“53c). — W e have 
s(‘en to wliat class pleasure and pain themselves belong ; they are 
(iTreLptL. We must next consider “ that in which they arise ” (the 
subject of them), and the TrdOo^, or state of things, which gives 
rise to them, in oUkt words, the actual conditions of their occur- 
nmee. To begin with })leasure. “That in which pleasure (or pain) 
arises ” is always a living creatun‘. the creature which feels the 
pleasure (or pain), and as such it belongs to th(‘ “class of the mix- 
ture,” since its organism is a complex of a plurality of ingredients 
(31c:). The way in which they arise, the irdOrj which occasion them, 
are that “ when the attunemc'ut (that is, the proper balance between 
the ingredients of the organism) in an animal is disturbed, pain is 
felt, and when it is restored after disturbance, pleasure is felt.” 
Disturbance of organic equilibrium is attended by pain, restoration 
of the equilibrium by pleasure Thu^ when the body is 

unduly heated or chilh'd, we have a Xvert? rrj^ or disturbance 

of the normal organic equilibrium, and it is painful ; the anti- 
thetic process of recovering the normal temperature, which is a 
return to the owria (the “ natural state “), is pleasant. This defines 
for us one kind or form (cI8os) of pleasure, namely, the agreeable 
proc(\ssi'S of return to the normal condition of the organism after 
disturbance, or, as th(‘ defenders of the same type of theory in 
modern times usually say, the process of recovery from organic 
waste (22a-h).^ Next, there is a second “ form* ” or “ kind ” of 
pl(*asure which depends on processes purely mental, and is not 
attended by either disturbance or recovery of the balance in the 
organism. A simple example is that the mental anticipation of a 
painful disturbance of tlie organic balance is itself painful, the 
expectation of the agreeable antithetic recovery from disturbance 
is itself pleasant, and in these cases there is no actual accompanying 
organic process, the pleasure and pain belong in a special way to 
“ the soul by herself ” (32c). These are the two distinct u8rj of 
pleasure and pain it is necessary to begin by discriminating, if 

* Ep. vii. 340^-^;, 34ic-f, 343^-344t/. 

2 Like Aristotle, Plato confines the waste-and-repair, or depletion-repletion 
theory of pain and pleasure to the case of pains and pleasures connected with 
the body and its needs. He does not regard it as applicable to pain and 
pleasure generally. Kor a criticism of this type of theory, when extended to 
all pains and pleasures, see Stout's Psychology, li. c. 12. 
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we are to judge soundly on the question whether all pleasures are 
good. 

Next, if there are antithetic processes of disturbance and 
recovery of the organic balance, and these arc respectively painful 
and pheasant, there must also be an intermediate cas(\ that in 
which the balance is maintained without deflection in either direction, 
and this, on our theory, must be neutral in respect of feeling-tone, 
neither pleasant nor painful (32^?). This would b(' the condition, 
so far as feeling-tone is concerned, of the life of thought uiunixed 
with pleasure or pain already spoken of, and there is no iin})ossibility 
in the notion that there might be such a life, a life of permanent 
maintenance of equilibrium. Very possibly it is the life apjuopriate 
to a god (33b) and so the best of all. But we are discussing a 
different matter, the part which thought and pleasant feeling 
should play in the life of ukui like ourselves (for wliom such an 
existence without any rhythmic alternation is out of the question). 
For our purposes, we must pursue the psychology of the second class 
of pleasures and pains further. They ar(‘ all dependent on memory 
(since, of course, without memory we could have no anticipations), 
and this makes it necessary to explain briefly what memory is and 
what sensation itself is. We may say that some bodily processes 
die away before they can reach the soul, but others penetrate to the 
soul : the first we may call unconscious ; the second are conscious. 
This enables us to define sensation as a movement {KivrjcrLf;) which 
affects the body and soul together (koivt), 34«). Memory {i.e. 
primary memory) is the retention {(roiTrjpCa) of sensation as thus 
defined (ibid,) ; and, finally, recollection (avdfivrjorL^) is the recovery 
(reproduction) by the soul “ by herself " of a lost memory or 
sensation (346-c). These considerations will make it clearer what 
we mean by a purely mental pleasure, and also throw light on the 
nature of desire (cVt^u/xia, 34^). To understand what desire is, 
we may consider it in its simplest form, such as hunger or thirst. 
A thirsty man desires, or lusts after drink. To speak more pre- 
cisely, the thirsty man is in a state of depletion, his organism has 
been depleted of its normal supply of liquid, What he really 
desires is not simply “ drink,” but to be ” filled up ” with the liquid 
he will drink. (He desires not the water, but the drinking of it.) 
Thus he actually is in one state (a state of d(^pletion), but desires 
the antithetic state (the corresponding repletion). To desire to 
drink the thirsty man must ” apprehend ” (cc/xiTrrco-^a/) repletion. 
He does not ” apprehend ” it with his body. That is just what is 
undergoing the unnatural depletion, and it cannot be passing 
through two antithetic processes at once. Thus it must be with 
his soul that he “ apprehends ” the repletion he lusts after. The 
importance of the example is that it shows that (in spite of popular 
language), there is really no such state as a “ bodily ” desire or 
lust. All desiring is a state of soul (35c), since desire is endeavour 
towards the opposite of the present state of the organism, and it 
is in virtue of memory that this ” opposite ” is apprehended. 
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These considerations show that all impulse and desire belong to the 
soul. 

They also suggest an important problem. When a man is 
actually in a state of pain due to organic '' depletion,” but re- 
memb('rs and thinks of the pleasant experiences which would 
remove the depiction, can we say that his condition is either purely 
painful or wholly pleasant ? If he despaired of ever realizing the 
anticipation of “ filling up,” no doubt, h(^ would be doubly wretched, 
but suppose he is h'cling the painful depletion but expecting the 
repletion (like a really hungry man who expects to be fed) ? The 
anticipation that his want will be removed is pleasant, but the felt 
want must surely be painful, and thus it appears that we must say 
that, in the case assumed, the experience is a mixed one, pleasurable 
and painful at once (36/;). 

(The conception of ” mixed ” states which are half pleasant, 
half painful, is so characteristic of Plato and so important in itself 
that it cannot be pass('d over without some comment. Hedonists 
naturally refuse to accept it, since it is quite inconsistent with the 
treatment of pain as equivalent to subtraction of pleasure which lies 
at the root of the Hedonic calculus. They have, accordingly, to 
explain the facts to which Plato appeals in one or other of two 
ways. They have to hold that the total feeling-tone of any moment 
of life is cither simply pleasant or simply painful. It is then open 
to them either to interpret the facts about still unsatisfied craving 
by holding that the expc^rience is one of rapid alternation between 
pleasure and pain, or by holding that it is, according to circumstances, 
one of a low degn^e of pleasure, or omi of pain, though of a moderate 
degree of pain. Ncnther view seems to me to be in accord with fact. 
When I am g(uiuinely and acutely thirsty, e.g. in the course of a 
long tramp in hot weath(‘.r, but confidently anticipating arrival at 
a place of refreshment in an hour’s time, it is not the fact that I 
oscillate rapidly bedween pure misery and pure delight according 
as my attention is directed to my present condition or to the con- 
dition I anticipate ; nor yet is it true that I am continuously feeling 
a qualified pleasun^ or a (jualified pain. I certainly feel the tension 
between the pleasant anticipation and the actual pang of thirst in 
a single pulse of experience. And there is no real dilliculty in 
understanding why this is so, if we remember that the physical 
correlate of my mental condition is made up of a great complex of 
neural excitations. No one of the constituent neural excitations 
can have two antithetic senses at once, but the complex may perfectly 
well contain elements with opposite senses. Hence it seems to 
me that Plato's doctrine of ” mixed states,” which coincides with 
the standing thought of great poets about the ” unrest which men 
miscall delight,” is strictly true to the facts of common experience, 
and that the criticisms levelled against it are all based on false 
simplification of the facts.) 

True and False Pleasure (360-530). — We have thus dis- 
tinguished two “kinds” of pleasures: {a) those directly due to ao 
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actual organic process of recovery of equilibrium or repair of waste ; 
(b) those dependent on mental anticipation, where no such actual 
organic process is taking place. The recognition of this second 
class at once suggests a further question of first-rate ethical im- 
j)ortance: Can we admit of a second and different distinction of 
pleasures (and pains) as true and false, real and merely apparent ? 
(36c). In other words, when we come to the valuation of pleasures 
as ingredit'iits in the good for man, must we make any deduction 
for the “ illusoriness ” of some of them ? This is the vital dis- 
tinction for the Platonic ethics ; it is to lead up to and justify it 
that the whole psychological discussion has been introduced. 
Protarchus denies the validity of the distinction. Be liefs or judg- 
ments can be true or false, but not feelings (36^^). Hedonists, like 
Cirote, have naturall}^ taken his side and argued that vSocrates is 
merely in the wrong in making the distinction. For, it is argued, 
a pleasure or a pain is exactly what it is felt to be ; its esse is simply 
the fact of its being felt. If I feel pleased or pained, I am having 
pleasure or pain ; if 1 feel greatly pleased, I am having a great 
pleasure ; tluj pleasure always exists when it is felt, and it is 
always just as great as it is felt to be. This reasoning, however, 
is irrelevant to Socrat(^s’ contention. He is not asking whether I 
am pleased when I feel pleased, or greatly pleased when I feel greatly 
pleased ; he is asking whether I am always pleased when I think 
T am pleased, or intensely pleased when I think I am intensely 
pleased, and this is a perfectly reasonable question, and, as he 
says, one which needs careful examination. To put it simply, 
the issue is this ; Is the excitement in an exciting experience a 
true measure of its pleasantness ? ^ May not the excitingness of 
an experience lead to an over-estimate of its pleasantness ? To 
answer this question, we need to make a considerable apparent 
digression. 

There is such a process as judging, and such a process as feeling 
pleased. When we judge, we make a judgment about something, 
and when we feel pleased, we are pleased with something. And a 
judgment does not cease to be an actual judgment because it is 
false ; similarly a false feeling of pleasure would still be an actual 
feeling of pleasure (37^). (fliis last remark, of itself, shows that 
Plato has no intention of denying that a “ false pleasure is a 
pleasure ; it is its worth, not its actuality, which is in question.) 
The question is whether pleasure and pain, like judgment, permit 
of the qualifications true and false. They certainly permit of some 
qualifications, such as “ great,” “small,” “intense”; and Protarchus 

' 'J'he question is vital, since the ” intensity " regarded by all Hedonists 
as a dimension of pleasure or pain is primarily a character of the situation by 
which we are pleased or pained. We can only measure the intensity of the 
pleasantness or painfulncss by measuring the intensity of an objective feature 
of the situation, and this makes it all-important to know whether such 
a measurement can be implicitly trusted. For example, the satisfaction of 
the impulses of sex is normally an intense organic excitement, but is its 
pleasantness equally intense ? 
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allows that they may permit of the further qualification “ bad." 
But he denies that a pleasure can be said, like a judgment, to be 
" erroneous " or false (37^?) ; if, as often happens, a false belief 
yields us pleasure, the falsity belongs to the belief, not to the 
j)leasure. 

Let us look at the facts. Pleasure and pain sometimes accom- 
pany true beliefs or judgments, sometimes false. Now these beliefs 
may be regarded as answers given by the soul to questions which 
she has put to herself ; sometim(‘s the answer is right, sometimes 
it is wrong. We have, so to say, a scribe and a painter within our 
souls. 'Ihe interpretation of prc'sent sensation by the aid of 
memory involved in all perception is the \vork of the scribe writing 
“ discourses " in the soul ; the painter (imagination) designs 
illustrations (tiKoec?) to the scribe’s text {^ga-c), and his pictures 
may be called true or false "imaginings" according to the truth or 
falsity of the " discourse " they illustrates These discourses and 
pictures concern the future as well as the present or the past ; we 
are all through life full of "fancies" {ikTriSeq) about the future, and 
when we anticipate pleasure or pain to come, we take an " antici- 
patory " pleasure or pain, which has already been classed as strictly 
" mental " in entertaining such expectations (^gd-e). This is 
true of good and bad men alike, but, since the good are " dear to 
(lod," their pleasant anticipations arc commonly fulfilled, those of 
the bad are not (4oa-b) . (The good man gets pleasure in anticipating 
sequences which are in accord with the order God maintains in the 
world ; the bad man gets his pleasure from day-dreams of sudden 
enrichment and other events which do not come about in the 
" world as God made it.") Thus the bad man’s pleasure in his 
anticipations is as actual as the good man’s, but the good man, as a 
rule, gets the pleasure which he anticipates, the bad man does not. 
This affords one sc^n.se in which the bad man may be said to have 
false, or unreal, pleasures ; he derives present pleasure from antici- 
pations which will not be realized, and this pleasure may rightly be 
said to be deceptive, a caricature of true pleasure, and the same 
argument will apply to pains due to anticipation (40c) as well as 
to emotions — ^fear, anger, and the like — ^generally (400) . Like beliefs, 
all these states may have a foundation in reality or may have none. 
Now the goodness of a belief lies in its truth, and its badness in its 
falsity ; only true beliefs are good, and only false beliefs are bad. 
(For, of course, the raison d'etre of a belief is that it should be true ; 
that is what every belief aims at being.) May we not say then 
that the badness of bad pleasures — Protarchus has allowed that 
there are such states— is simply falsity and nothing else? a bad 
pleasure means a " false " or " deceptive " pleasure. 

Protarchus is unconvinced. There maybe "wicked" [TrovqpaC) 
pleasures or pains, but pleasures and pains are not made wicked 
by being " false." W(' will, however, reserve the consideration 
of wicked or sinful pleasures for a moment, and call attention to 
a second sense in which it might be possible to speak of many 
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pleasures as “ false (41^-^). Consider once more the case already 
mention(‘d of unsatisfied appetite, where the soul is craving for 
the nanoval of a state of painful organic want now present in the 
body. In this case we simultaneously apprehend the present pain- 
ful want and the pleasant anticipated reaction against it. '‘The 
body supplies us with a certain feeling, and the soul desires the 
opposite condition ” (41c). And both pleasure and pain admit of 
“ the more and the le.ss.'* Hence the problem constantly arises 
how to estimat(‘ the painfulness of the present state against the 
pleasurableness of the desired “ opposite condition (or, again, 
the pleasun'ableness of the present state against the painfulness of 
the “ opposite ”). In making such estimates we are always liable 
to errors of persp(*ctive ; th(i anticipatcid “ opposite is over' 
estimated by contrast. We exp(‘ct the coming pleasure to be 
greater than it will n‘ally prove to be, by contrast with the 
]3n!sent pain, and an exp(‘cted i)ain is over-estimated in the same 
way by contrast with present pleasun' (41^-426). There is thus 
an element of illusion in all such cases, which must be allowed for 
before our estimate of anticipated pleasure or pain can b(‘ admitted 
as correct. 

The illusion is still more marked in other cases. As w(‘ said 
before, disturbance of the organic balance is painful, restoration 
of the balance is pleasant. But suppose the organism is undergoing 
neither process. It is true that many of the wise deny that this 
case actually occurs ; they say that " everything is always flowing 
either up or down,” or, in Leibniz’s phrase, that the “ pendulum 
n(;ver is at rest.” But they must concede at least that we are 
not always conscious of its oscillations. Small oscillations either 
way are ” infinit(\simal.” It is only considerable oscillations which 
are attended by pleasure and pain (43c). 'bhus we have to admit 
the possibility of a life which is neither pleasant nor painful, but 
just painless. There are i)ersons who actually say that this painless 
life is the ” most pleasant ” of all (44a). But this statement cannot 
be strictly true. To feel no pain is manifestly not the same thing 
as to feel pleasure, though this is the thesis of the real ” enemies of 
Philebus,” the downright anti-Hedonists. These anti-Hedonists 
are eminent scientific persons, who maintain that there really is 
no such thing as a pleasure and that the experience Philebus and 
his friends call pleasure is merely ” relief from pain ” (440).^ 
Though we cannot accept this doctrine, which is really due to the 
scorn of fastidious souls for vulgar pleasures, it will yield us a useful 
hint towards the discovery of the kind of pleasures which deserve 
to be called “ true ” (44^^). Their thought is this. If we want to 

' Phileb. 446 9, KoX fidXa deivous Xeyofxivovi to. ircpi <f)va-iv. The words are 
enough to prove that neither Antisthenes nor Diogenes is meant. They could 
not be called deipol wepl But the phrase exactly fits the anti-Hedonists 

of the Academy — Speusippus, Xenocrates, and their followers. The reference 
is probably rather to their views about forms and numbers, discu.ssed in 
Aristotle's Metaphysics, than to such things as the works of Speusippus on 
zoological classification. It is meant that they are diaXcKTiKoL. 
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understand any ** form *’ or quality, we do well to study it in its 
extreme and most marked manifestations. So, if we want to know 
what pleasure really is, we ought to start by considering the most 
vehement and violent pleasures. But these — this is given as the 
reasoning of the anti-Hedonists — are the pleasures connected with 
the body (45a). Now such pleasures are found in their most 
exciting degree not in health, but in disease. The delight of 
refreshing thirst with a cool draught, for example, is much more 
intense when one is suffering the heat of a raging fever than at 
another time, because the preceding want (evSeta) or craving is so 
much more violent. We are not arguing, of course, that pleasures 
are more numerous in disease than in health ; our point is that they 
are more violent and exciting (45c). And so llu‘ life of sin " 
{vPfHs) is marked by violent and exciting pleasures which make a 
man “ beside himself ; the life of virtue' by moderate pleasures, 
regulated by th(' rule of “ nothing too much ” (45^/-^). The most 
exciting and violent pleasuri's, as well as the most violent pains, art' 
to be found in the diseased or bad body or soul. 

Now let us consider one or two examples of Iht'st' exciting (‘xjieri- 
ences. A man who has an itching spot on his body gt'ts grt'at enjoy- 
ment from scratching or chafing it ; but, of course, he is only stimu- 
lated to do so by the irritation of the itching. This is typical of a 
host of experiences which language calls “ bitter-sweet.'" They 
depend on a tension between antithetic processes ; these processes 
may be both bodily, or one may be bodily and th(^ other purely 
mental, or both may be mental. In all cases the violently exciting 
character of the experience di'pends on the ti'usion. There must 
be a highly painful factor in ordi'r that the rebound may be intensely 
pleasant (4()&-c). ( 4 'hus the difference between this case and that 
of the “ illusions of pers])ective " already mentioned is that the 
element of contrast and antithetical tension is now an ingredient 
in the actual concrete single experii'iice.) The point, then, is 
that in such a “ mixed ” experience, there may be an exact balance 
of pleasurable and painful ingredients, so that, exciting as it is, 
its “ net pleasure value " would be nil, or pleasure may predominate, 
or pain may predominate. But in no case is the pleasure value " 
siniply measured by the intensity of the excitement, and the 
" ticklish ” person, for ('xample, who gets so excited when he is 
tickled that he says he is “ d5dng with pleasure," is not really 
getting anything like the " quantity of pleasure " he supposes. 
For the intensity of the excitement is due to the simultaneous con- 
trast between the fully stimulated region of the skin and a neigh- 
bouring region which is uneasily aching for similar stimulation, 
46^^-476). Here is a plain case where a man's own estimate of the 
pleasure he is getting is erroneous. The cases of tension already 
mentioned, where the antithesis is between the actual condition of 
the body and a mentally anticipated “ opposite " condition, may, 
of course, give rise to the same " mixture " of pleasure with pain 
and the same errors in estimation (47c). 
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There is still a third case where both factors in the tension belong 
to the soul. There are a whole range of painfully toned emotions— 
anger, fear, malice, and others — and wc know, and the poets con- 
stantly tell us that, though they are painfully toned, to give them 
full expression may be pleasant. To let yourself go, when you 
are angry, Homer says, is sweeter than honey (^yd-e), and it is 
possible to revel in lamentation. So people in the theatre enjoy 
a sensational tragedy which sets them crying for the distresses of 
the hero (48^?). Our feelings, when w(; see a comedy, are a still 
subtler example of a mixed** state, half painful, half pleasant. 
This leads Plato to indulge in an acute psychological analysis of 
the emotion aroused by comedy. We have just spoken of 
(malice) as an unpk^asantly toned emotion, and yet by malice we 
mean “ being pleased by the misfortunes of our neighbour" (486). 
Now ignorance and folly are certainly misfortunes. But what is it 
which amuses us in a " comic situation *' ? A certain kind of 
badness (TrovrjpLa) in the comic character, namely, want of " self- 
knowledge." (It is the discrepancy between his real character or 
situation and his own estimate of them which makes him " comic.*') 
"Ignorance of self" may be: (1) ignorance of one’s financial 
position, as when a man fancies himself richer than h(‘ is ; (2) ignor- 
ance of one's physical defects, as when a man has an empty conc(‘it 
of his beauty or strength ; (3) ignorance of the state of one's soul, 
(‘specially a false concent of one’s own wisdom [^(.)a). All these 
states are bad, but we may make! a distinction. 1'hey may be 
accompanied with fi'cddeness or they may not. In the former case 
a man’s vain conceit of self do(‘s not lead to any serious harm to 
anyone, and is merely " funny " ; in the latter it is not funny, but 
daiig('rous. It is tlu^ " harmless self-conceit " of the hero which 
we find comic and laugh at (49^-^). 

Now to explain why the feeling this spectacle rouses in the 
audience is "mixed." It might seem that it is wrong to enjoy 
the misfortunes of our friends ; yet we do find self-conceit in per- 
sons we like “ funny," when, as has just been explained, it is quite 
harmless. (The connexion with comedy, I take it, is that, if we 
are to enjoy a comedy, wc must feel that wc " like " the person 
who is being exposed, for all his failings. If we could not find him 
likeable, the comedy would cease to be comic, as Tartuffe docs, 
fc^r the simple reason that wc detest 1 'artuffe seriously.) Thus 
our sense of the " comic " is a kind of malice (pOovos), and tliis is, in 
its nature, a painful emotion ; yet our laughter shows that wc are 
enjoying the experience, which must therefore be a " mixed " one 
(49e-5oa). (The observation appears true and subtle ; when, for 
example, we see Malvolio on the stage, there is an element of the 
painful in our mirth. It is, in a way, humiliating to see another 
man " make such a fool of himself.” If the absurdity were carried 
a little further, or the exhibition of it a little more prolonged, the 
painful would distinctly predominate. Even as it is, we can detect 
its presence by a careful examination of our feelings.) Now this 
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is true also of the “ tragedy and comedy ” of actual life ; the situa- 
tions of real life are constantly provoking emotional reactions in 
which the painful and the pleasing are blended, no less than the 
situations in a stage-play. We may take it as certain tlicn that the 
fusing of the pleasant and the painful in a single experience occurs 
where the sources of both factors lie in the soul, no less than where 
the source of one or both is in the body (^ob-e). 

We may now considc^r the question what experiences are purely 
pleasant without any admixtures of painfulm'ss. On our general 
theory of the connexion of feeding-tone with organic process, we can 
see at once that in any case where a '‘subliminal*’ or une^onscious 
proex'ss of “ deplctiem ” is followed by a conscious process of “ re- 
pletion,” there will be an expe'riemce which is wholly pleasant. 
This may explain the case of the pure aesthedic pleasure' we get 
from the contemplation of pattern ((rxi^fiara), colour (x/><*)/£aTa) , tone 
(tjiOoyyoi.), and the great majority of odenirs These 

pleasures are not pre'ce'ded by a painful sense of craving, likei those 
of the satisfaction of hunger e)r thirst, and do not owe any part of 
their apparent intensity to contrast ; they arc ” pure,” in the sense 
of being pleasant through and through, without any admixture of 
painfulness. We may suppose that they correspond to processes 
of organic repletion after di'pkdion, but that the dc'pletion has been 
insensible. 2 We must note, however, that we are not referring 
here to pleasure got by seeing “patterns” which are likenesses of 
animals or the like, where the pleasure arises from our perception 
of the resemblance' of the copy to the original, but strictly to the 
pleasure we take in gi'ometrical form as such, and the same remark 
applies to the |)k‘asaiitnc^ss of colours and sounds, and still more to 
odours (51C-C).® 

Again the “ int(dl('ctual pleasure ” which we get from the 
“ sciences ” (fiaO-q/nard) is of this ” unmixed ” kind. There is 
no ft'lt pain antecedent to it ; merely not to possess geometrical 
knowledge, for example, is not painful as hunger is painful ; and 
again, the process of forgetting something we have learned is not 
attended by pain. Of course it maybe disagreeable to find that we 
have forgotten somidhing which it would now be advantageous to 
know, but the proc(^ss of forgetting itself is not painful, as the 
procc'ss of growing hungry again, after we have eaten, is (^ 2 a-b). 

* He says “ most. ” odours, of roursc. to exclude the case of those, e.fj;., of 
arlit les of food, or those which indicate to the male animal the proximity of 
a female. The pleasantness of these would depend on a previous sense of nn- 
satished want. 

■■^ 'J imaeus expressly teaches that this is the case [Tim. 

^ 1 do not take this to mean that Plato regards the pleasure we get from 
seeing the “ faithfulness " of a picture to its original as aestiietically illegitimate. 
Mis purpose is siinply to exclude from the list of unmixed pleasures any which 
depend on a previous sense of want for their existence or their intensity. Thus 
the degree of pleasure got from contemplating a “ nude " clearly may be 
allected by unsatisfied sexual desire in the beholder ; the pleasure with which 
wo hear the souiid ot a beloved voice will often depend for its intensity on a pre- 
existing longing to hear that voice again. 
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By comparison of these now discriminated types of pleasures, 
we can see that the mixed type, which depend on antecedent 
painful craving, are marked by violence and “ want of measure,” 
and exhibit the fluctuations of the ” more and less ” ; the ” un- 
mixed ” type, on the other hand, exhibit “ restriction by measure,” 
are ” moderate in intensity ” (52c). But we may make a further 
distinction between the two types. They differ in ” truth ” or 
“genuineness” (dXry^cta). Just as a small expanse of white 
colour, for example, if it is a pure white, with no admixture, is 
more truly white than a vast expanse which is not equally pure, so 
even a “ small ” pleasure which is pleasure through and through, is 
more truly pleasure, deserves that name better, than a “ big ” 
pleasure which is mixed throughout with its opposite, pain (^ 2 d-^ 2 c), 
I.e. the highly exciting experiences which are commonly reckoned 
the “ greatest pleasures,” since their exciting character actually 
depends on tension and contrast with a painful factor equally 
indispensable to the effect, are not the “ truest to type.” It is 
the “ moderate ” pleasures, preceded by no painful craving and 
independent of internal tension, which are pleasant through and 
through, and thus deserve the name of pleasures most completely. 
It is in this sense that Plato speaks of this class as “ true,” of the 
others as “ false ” or “ deceptive ” pleasures. The first are what 
they are taken to be ; the others are, to a large extent, something 
different from what men take them to be. 

The Metaphysics of Pleasure. — Can it he an End ? (53^-550). — 
We may remind ourselves of a second doctrine of the “ wits ” 
{KOfixl/oCj, which we shall find suggestive. They say that pleasure 
is always a “process of becoming” (yeVetrts) ; that it has no stable 
and determinate being {ovaCa, 53c). That is, the theory is that 
pleasure is an accompaniment of transitions, incornpleted develop- 
ments. It is felt while the development is going on, but falls 
away when the definite and permanent goal of the “evolution ” is 
reached. We must not be misled into identifying the “ wits ” of 
this passage with the third-century Cyrenaics who called pleasure 
a “ gentle motion,” nor have we any right to ascribe their doctrine 
by anticipation to the elder Aristippus. We meet it again in 
Aristotle's Ethics, where one of the string of arguments against the 
goodness of pleasure, all taken from recognizable passages in Plato, 
is said (1152/; 13) to be that “every pleasure is a sensible transition 
(or development) into a natural condition ” (ycVctri? cts divaiv 
ala-OrjT'^), an obvious allusion to the section of the Philehtis w(' are 
now considering. We may take this as an indication that the 
KOfiij/oL to whom the doctrine is due are the anti-Hedonist party in 
the Academy, a view which, as we shall see, is borne out by the 
language of Aristotle in dismissing their doctrine. I'he thought 
arises by a natural, though illegitimate, extension of the depletion- 
repletion formula to cover all cases of pleasures. On this theory, 
the good, healthy, or normal state is, of course, that of balance or 
equilibrium ; pain and pleasure are both felt only when there is a 
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departure from this ideal condition — pain while the process of 
depletion is going on, pleasure while that of repletion, restoration 
of the balance, is happening. The natural end or goal of this 
" repletion is the establishment of an equilibrium, and the best 
that could befall a man is that the equilibrium, once restored, should 
be permanent. Hut, on this theory, pleasure is only felt during the 
“ filling-up '' by which we approach this best condition. When we 
have reached it and are steadily persisting in it, there is no longer 
any process of “ filling-iip,'* and consequently no pleasure. Pleasure 
attends our progress to the good.” but not our fruition of it; 
that will be the ” neutral condition,” painless but not pleasurable, 
'riiis is what is meant by the view that pleasure is always ” becom- 
ing,” never is ” b(nng.” 

We can now express this thought in a g('neral formula. The 
end or goal is always of more worth and dignity than the means or 
ropid to it. The means is ” for the sake of ” the end, not the end 
for the sake of the means. And a process which culminates in the' 
establishment of a permanent condition is to that condition as 
means to end. 'Fhiis the processes of shipbuilding and all the 
appliances and raw material they employ are ” for the sake of ” 
what comes out of them, the vessel. (Z^.g. the naval architect’s skill, 
his implements, the timbers of which he makes the vessel, all of 
them only have worth because the vessel itself has worth — in this 
case, an ” economic ” worth (54c). i) If ydeasure is a ” becoming,” 
then it must be relative to an end in which it culminates, must be 
the coming-to-b(j of something. That something will be in the 
/Aotpa or category of the good, ix. will hav(‘ ” intrinsic value.” 
But the end and the ])rocess by which it is n'ached an' never in the 
same category, and therefore, on the hypotlu^sis, pleasure will not 
be a good. The ” wits ” from whom we have borrowed this sug- 
gestion will therefore think it ridiculous to say that life is not worth 
having without pleasure. This would amount to saying that life 
is worth having when it is an alternation of aspiring after a good we 
have not yet attained and losing one we have attainc^d, but not 
when it is the fruition of present good (54C'-55a). 

We note that Socrates is not made to acce]:)t the doctrine that 
pleasure is only felt in the transition from an ” unnatural ” to the 
” normal stat(' ” as his own. He clearly does not accept it without 
res(^rve (as Spinoza does in his definitions of laetitia and tristiiia, 
Ethics, iii. Appendix, def. 2, 3). He cannot do so because he holds, 
as we shall see, that some ydeasures, tlu' ” pure ” or ” unmixed ” 
class, are themselves good, whereas the theory under criticism, as he 
is careful to point out, compels us to hold that no pleasure is good, 
since no pleasure, according to it, can be an end. The criticism 
of Aristotle on the theory is based on the same conviction of the 

1 he <f}dpfiaKa of 54c T are, of course, the paints employed for coating the 
sides of the vessel, etc. So the vXt) mentioned along with the *' tools " docs 
not mean raw material in general, but the " timber ” from which the 
planks of the ship aie made. 
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goodness of these unmixed pleasures, and is one of the most valuable 
things in the Ethics. As he points out, even the pleasures of “ re- 
pletion ” cannot be proved not to be good, or even the good, by 
this line of reasoning. For what gives rise to the feeling of pleasure 
which accompanies return to the “ normal stat(j after disturb- 
ance, is not the process of return itself, but the successful reassertion 
of the activities of the organism which were not affected by the 
disturbance. fhe “ filling-up ” only gives rise to the pleasure 
accidentally bexause it is attended with removal of an inhibition. 
The thought is that the feeling-tone of normal organic lifi; is itself 
pleasant. A disturbance of the “ balance " partially inhibits 
function. Recovery from the inhibition is pleasant because it is 
the successful reassertion of a normal activity which has persisted, 
though under inhibition, all through the antecedent “ depletion.'* 
Hence we need to correct the proposed definition of pleasure as 
“ sensible transition to a natural state into " unimpeded exercise 
of a natural activity.” '1 he pleasure-giving process is not a 
” coming-to-be ” (yeVems) but the discharge in act (cVegyeta) of 
an already devclo]X'd function.^ The insistence on the difference 
between the two kinds of process, “coming-to-be ” and “activity,” 
is a correction of first-rate importance in the Academic terminology. 
We need not suppose that Aristotle is correcting Plato’s views 
about the worth of pleasures, which, in fact, agree with his own. 
It is Spi'usippus and Xenocratc'S, not Plato, whose anti-Hedonism 
he is criticizing, though he rightly notes that the want of a word 
like his own Ivipy^ia makes it easy for tlie Academic to employ this 
unconvincing argument against the goodness of pleasures. 

We may add the further consideration that it is a paradox to 
hold that all goods are mental, that pleasant feeling is the only 
mental good, and, by consequence, that, e.y., beauty and strength, 
valour, temperance, intelligence, have no inherent value, and that a 
man’s intrinsic worth depends on the question how much pleasure 
he is feeling (55/^). This, we see, is a valid argument against the 
Hedonist, independently of the worth of the contention that all 
pleasure is a yivuns- 

The In iellectual Vaeu^:s (53c- 39fZ).“~-We have seen that 
there are two types of pleasures, the “pure” and the “mixed,” 
and we shall expect to find that they have different values for 
human life. We must now consider intellectual activities and their 
worth in the same way. As with pleasures, so with forms of know^- 
ledge, we have to discover which are “ truest to type,” most fully 
deserving to be called knowledge. W(^ may Ix'gin by dividing 
“ knowledges ” or “ sciences ” into those which have to do witli 
making things, the “ industrial ” arts (xct/ 30 Tc;^r(Kat eVKjTTy/Aai), and 
those which are Trept 7rat8ctai/ Kttt Tpotkyy, have to do with the cultiva- 
tion of the soul itself, the “ cultural ” arts and sciences. (This 
is, in effect, the Aristotelian distinction between “ theory ” and 
“practice.'*) We may begin by considering the “industrial,” 
1 E.N. ii 53 « 7-14 
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manual, or operative arts themselves, and ask whether some of them 
do not contain more, others less, of genuine knowledge, so that we 
can introduce again the distinction between “ purer '' and “ more 
mixed forms of knowledge. We see at once that if we eliminated 
from the industrial arts all that they derive from the exact know- 
ledge of number, measure, weight, very little which we can call 
knowledge would be left. What these arts contain beyond the 
application of number, weight, and measure is little more than 
empirical guess-work. W(i see the pre.sence of this empirical factor 
in such callings as those of the musician (who has largely to depend 
on his “ ear ”), the practising physician, the soldier ; we might 
fairly say that there is more genuine science in the builder s business 
than in any of these professions, because he is so much more con- 
citikkI with the exact processes of measuring, so dependent at every 
]X)int on his implements of precision, plumb-line, compass, and the 
rest. vSo we will divide these crafts into a more exact and scientific 
class of which building is the type, and a less exact, of which music 
is typical (550-56^). (The notion of “ exact science seems to be 
definitely formulated here for the first time in literature ; the 
thought is that of Kant, that every branch of knowledge contains 
just as much science as it contains mathematics.) 

Again, if we consider the ‘‘ exact '' sciences themselves, we 
have to make a similar distinction. There are two arithmetics '' : 
that of the “many,” and the much more scientific arithmetic of 
the “ philosopluT.” The former operates with “ concrete ” and 
very uiK'qual units, such as one man, one army, one ox, and dis- 
regards the fact that the men, oxen, armies, counted may be un- 
equal ; the other op(irates with units which are absolutely and 
in every way equal — in fact, with numbers, not with numbered 
things. So there are two forms of “ mensuration ” : the loose 
measurement of the architect or the retail trader, and the accurate 
measurement of the geometer and calculator. ^ Thus one “ know- 
ledge,” no less tlian one pleasure, may be “purer,” truer to type, 
than another. The “ exact ” forms of knowledge which are con- 
cerned with number, measure, weight, are much more exact and 
“ truer ” than all others, and the “ philosopher s ” or “ theorist s ” 
arithmetic and geometry are much more exact and true than those 
of the mechanician or engineer (56^^-57 ^j). And we cannot, without 
blushing, deny that dialectic, whose business it is to study the 
absolutely real and the eternal, must insist on a still more* rigid 
standard of exactness and truth than any other kind of knowledge. 
It must be still more intolerant of mere approximation than any 
other science. Gorgias. to be sure, used to claim the first place 
among the sciences for rhetoric, on the ground that it can secure 


* The simple man who undertook to settle the value of ir by fitting a 
string round a^disc, unrolling it, and measuring it with a measuring-stick was 
confusing the tradesman s mensuration, which is always rough approxima- 
tion, with the geometer’s, which must be accurate within a known and very 
precise standard of approximation." 
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the voluntary services of the professionals of all the rest We 
need not quarrel with him about this. Our question is not what 
art " has the highest prestige or the greatest utility- value, but 
simply which sets up the most severe standard of truth and 
accuracy, and there can be no doubt about the claims of dialectic 
in this particular. Most of the “ arts are content to build on 
Soiai, contested beliefs, and even the cosmologists confine their 
attention to “actual fact,“ what “happens’'; absolutely exad 
knowledge of actual fact is never to be had ; there is always an 
elcmt'iit of the incalculable and contingent about it. The know- 
ledge which is through and through knowledge must therefore be 
“abstract”; that is the price it pays for its exactness. It must 
be concerned with the non-temporal 

The Formal Structure of the Good Life . — ^^I'he 

l)est life for men, we saw, must be a blend of two constituents — 
intelligent activity and ple asant feeling. We have now examined 
each g(uius of the two apart, and distinguished in each a variety 
which is truer, and one which is less true, to type. We have now 
to consider on what principle the two ingredients should be blended. 
What will be the formula which appears as the 7rc7)a? in this 
” mixture ” ? Our task is like that of the man who mixes the 
ingredients of a sweet drink ; pleasure is the honey for our mixture, 
intelligent thought the water ; the problem is to mingle them in 
just tfie right proportion (6ic). It would be rash to assume that 
we shall succc'cd in doing this by simply blending every form of 
pleasure with ev('ry form of “ thought ” ; we need to proceed more, 
cautiously. It will be prudent to begin by considering first those 
pleasures and those forms of knowk'dge which we have found to be 
most genuine, most true to type (aXyiOia-Tara) ; if we find that the 
blend does not comphTely satisfy our original condition that the 
“ good ” must be “ sufficient,” all a man’s life requires, we can then 
consider admitting the inferior pleasures and arts into the mixture 
(6i^). There can be no dispute about stipulating that the good is 
to include all knowledge of the “ truer ” type, the exact knowledge 
of the timeless things ; we shall certainly require for the best life 
a knowledge of “ righteousness itself ” and the intelligence to use 
the knowledge, and the same considerations will apply to all such 
knowledge of the “ absolute.” But will this be enough for th(‘ 
purposes of life ? If a man is to live a life among men, he must have 
some at least of the inferior knowledge which is inexact. A man 
who knew only the “ absolute ” and exact lines and circli s of the 
geometer, but knew nothing of the rough approximations to them 
with which life presents us, would not even know how to find his 
way home. (As we might say, a chemical balance is a beautiful 
thing, but it won’t do to weigh your butter and cheese in.) So th(‘ 
intervals we make on our musical instruments are only approxima- 
tions, they are not “ true ” ; but a man must be conversant with 
them, as well as with the mathematical theory of harmonics, unless 
he is to go through life with none but the “ unheard ” melodies for 
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his companions. In fact, we may reasonably let in the whole crowd 
of second-class knowledge's ; some of them we really need if we 
are to live as men among men, and none of them will do us any harm, 
if we have the superior knowledge too, and so are not in danger 
of mistaking the rough approximation for something better [()2a~d). 

Thus we have k't all the “ water ” go into the bowl in which 
the draught of “ liappiness ** is to be brewed. We must now con- 
sider what we are to do witli the honey.’' Here, again, it will be 
safer to consider tlie. “ unmixed ” pk^asiires first and tlu; “ mixed,” 
which, as we hav(' sec'ii, are not wholly true to type, afterwards. 
It is clear that we shall not be able to let in all this second class 
without reflection. If there are any of them which are ” unavoid- 
able ” (amyK'tttat, SC. .such as aris(‘ din'ctly from tlu' functions of 
sound and h('althy life themselves), they must, of course, be ad- 
mitted. But whether we can admit all the n^st depends on ihc. 
question whether all plea.sures, like all knowk'dges, are profitable, 
or, at worst. harmlc\ss (63a). To decide this question we may ask 
the pleasures themselves whether they would prefer to keep house 
with all wisdom and knowledge, or by themsc'lves. We may be 
sure (since we have seen that the best life is th(\ ” mixed ” one) that 
the pleasure's would reply that it is not good to live alone', and that 
the best companion with whom to keep house would be ” knowledge 
of all things and in especial of oursedves ” {6y). 

Now we put the' same' qucistion to the' various knowledges. 
” Do you need the company of pleiasure ? ” “In particular, do you 
ne'ed, ewer and above our class of true pleasures, the company of 
the intense and viole'iit pleasure's ? ” Knowledge would say that, 
so far from desiring the'se exciting pleasures, she finds them a 
perpetual hindrance ; they vex the souls in which she has taken 
up her abode with mael frenzies, and destroy her e)ff.spring by pro- 
ducing forge'tfuhu'.ss and neglect. She would claim kinship with 
Socrates’ class of “true” ancl “unmixed” pleasures; of the rest- ■ 
those which are “ inixc'd ” satisfactions — she would accept such as 
accompany health and a sober mind and any form of goodness, 
but nqect those of “ folly and badness ” in general, as obviously 
unfit to find a place in such a “ blend ” as we are contemplating 
There is only one further ingredient for which we must 
stipulate -aA>;6^€m, “truth.” “reality,” “genuineness.” If this is 
left out. the result of the bk'iiding itsi'lf will not be real f)r genuine. 
(The bearing of this remark is a little obscun', but it is probably 
meant to lead up to the next stages of th(' argument, the considera- 
tion of the relative importance to Ix^ laid on the dillerent constituents 
of the “ mixed lift' ” for man and the a.ssigning of the first place in 
it to its rational structure, the last, to the “ harmle.ss ” pleasures.) 

We have now tracked down the good, so to say, to its very 

^ thus a place would be found in the “ good for man " for all the pleasure 
which attends the healthy and morally virtuous satisfactions of “ bodily 
appetRe. It is not expected that the best man shall not enjoy his dinner 
when he is hungry. But dinners are not things he cares supremely about. 
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doors. It only remains to discriminate! the relative values of its 
various ingredients and so to answer the question we have been 
considering so long, whetlier intelligence or pleasure is more akin 
to the principle or cause which makes the good life so satisfactory 
to us all (64c). We may say at once that what makes any mixture 
or blend a good one is measure and proportion [fx^Tpoi', 17 jov 
(Tv^fiirpov Neglect of the rule of due proportion makes a 

“ mixtuH! ” unstable and vitiates the components. Where tlu* 
rule is neglected, you get not a genuiiK! “ mixturi! ” but a riKTe 
“ mess.’' The good is thus a form of the b(‘autiful (KaXov), for 
measure and proportion are the secret of all beauty (()4c -c). We 
may thus take measure or proi)ortion (o-u/A/xeT/na), beauty, and truth 
(or reality, ([\.rjO€La) as three “forms” {l^au) or “notes” found in 
the good and say that the goodness of our “ mixture ” is due to the 
presence of this trinity in unity (65c). Our business is now to 
confront first intelligence and then pleasure succ(\ssiv^ely with these 
three distinguishable but inseparable notes of tlie good. Let us 
begin with the note of aXyOiLa (truth, genuineness). Pleasure is the 
“ hollowest ” (uXaCoricTTaTot') of all things, i.e. it jiromises to be so 
much more satisfactory than it proves to be ; the illusoriness of the 
“ pleasures of sex ” is a notorious case in point. Intelligence (roirs) is 
thither the same thingasdA7/6^€Ki, or, at anyrate, it is the most “genuine ” 
thing in the world (the least illusory, 6^c-d). Next, as to the note of 
“measure”: pleasure notoriously tends to wild excess; there is 
nothing more “ measured ” than intelligence and science (6^d). And 
finally, as to beauty. There is no uncomeliness (ovSh' aUrxpov) in 
wisdom and intelligcuice, but the intens(!st ph'asures arc so unseemly 
that we think the spc'ctacle of a man who is indulging in them is 
either ridiculous or disgraceful. We arc actually ashamed to see such 
a sight, and think that it ought to be covered by darkness (66a). 

We may now draw our conclusion. Pleasure is neither the best 
nor the second-best thing. We must give the first place to “ measun!, 
till! measured, that which is ‘in place’” (to Kat^Hov);^ the second 
to proportion, beauty, completeness (to irv^fxirfnn' Kal kuXov kuI 
TO TiXcov Kal LKuyoi ) ; the third to intelligence and wisdfim (yov^i 
Kul (fipovrjcris ) ; the fourth to “ sciences and arts and true convictions ” 

(iTTKTTrjjiiaL Kal Te^vai Kal So^ai opfXu) ; the fifth tO tllC class of 

pleasures, whether involving actual sensation or not, which have no 
pain mixed with them (the “ pure ” pleasures of the discussion) : 
we stop short, like Orpheus, with the sixth “ generation ” (66a-d).^ 

* The concluding words of 6C)a 8 are the worst textual crux in I’lato. 
The mischief is in the diSior. Burnet’s suggestion d { = Trpu}T-qv) u) 4 av is 
highly attractive, or conceivably we might read alriai', rendering, “you 
may say that . . . the cause has been hunted down in the region of /x^rpov, 
M. Di^s holds that W supports a variant OTr^cra TotaOra, xph vo/xii^eLv Tird qdioi^ 
TjprjjOai. But is ijdLov quite in place here ? 

2 This might mean that the moderate satisfactions of appetite, which we 
expect to find in the sixth place, are excluded from the “good” (on the 
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(For the precise meaning of this enumeration I would nder the 
reader to Appendix B in Mr. R. G. Bury’s edition of the dialogue. 
I understand the passage in a way which is, I suppose, much the 
same as Mr. Bury’s. Measure, proportion, rational structure are 
mentioned first because tliey have a cosmic significance ; they are 
found in the grc'at world ” without, no less than in the lesser 
world of man’s soul, and they are the notes ” of good, wherever 
found. Then eVto-TT^/xat and “ pure ” pleasures are mentioncid, 
in that order, because they are the two as])ects in which rational 
structure and law show themselves in human mental life, and 
(7n(TT?/fxaL are put first, because we have just S(‘en that intelligt'nce 
is “ more akin to ” rational structure, rtV(‘als it more manifi'stly 
and ck^aiiy than feeling. There is no question of introducing into 
the good for man any constituents beyond the two which have b(*(‘n 
Contemplated all along, intellectual activity and grateful feeling.) 

luiRMAL Epilogue to the Discussion (()()^/-()7/>). --Philebiis 
liad originally said that the good for us is the plenitudi^ of pleasure 
(//8oi'^ TTami Kill TrurreAv/s), Socrates that “intelligence” (roD?) is at 
any ratc‘ (yc) a far better thing for man’s life tlian pleasure. We 
long ago convinccKl ourstdves that neither can be the whole of 
human good, since neither would be “ all-satisfying,” apart from 
the other. But our investigation has shown us that ” intelligence ” 
is at any ratii infinitely (/xvpto)) more closely related to the “ victor ” 
(the “ mixed life; ” which proved to be the best of all for a man) than 
pl(‘asure. ('fhe point is that though the best life includes both 
elements, it is tlie element of rationality which gives it its specific 
character, A man is not a creature who uses an intellect to contriver 
ingenious devices for getting pleasures, but a creature who finds it 
pleasant to practise intellectual activities. Hume’s view that in 
action reason “ is and ought to be the slave of the passions ” just 
inverts the true ndation. Human “ passions ” .should be the 
servants of intelligence.) Ph'asure is not th(^ good, even though 
all the horses and oxen of the world should say it is, with the assent 
of the “ many ” who think the “ lusts of beasts ” better evidence 
than th(' discourses of philosophers (67/;). 

The last scTitence obviously alludes, in its reference to the Or^fuuiv 
tpwras', to the argument of Eudoxus, afterwards adopted by 
Epicurus, that pleasure must be “ tlie good ” because it is that 
which “ all living creatures ” pursue when left to themselves {E.N. x. 
iij 2 b 9 If.)* The .supposed unmannerly reference to Aristippus 
in the remark about the “ horses ” (iTTTrot) is a mere imhistorical 
fancy. Even if Aristippus had been aimed at in the criticism of 
Hedonism, such an allusion would be impossible, for the simple 
reason that the leading anti-Hedonist of the Academy, Spensippus, 

ground that they are not actually good but merely harmless). As they were 
admitted at 63^, however, the meaning may be that the “ sixth degree “ is 
actually counted in as tlie lowest and last. 'This makes the allusion to 
Orpheus (hr. 14, Kern) more apt. The theogonic poet quoted must have 
described his “ sixth generation " of deities as well as the preceding five. 
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whose views we have found Idato ex{)ressly n^producing in two 
places, had a “ horse in his name too. 
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TIMAEVS AND CRJTI iS 

T he Timaeiis stands alone among the Platonic dialogues in 
being devotc^l to cosmology and natural science. Owing to 
the tact that the first two-thirds of it were continuously 
prciserved thnmgh the “ dark ages ” in the Latin version and with 
the comuKMitary of Chalcidius, it was the one Greek philosophical 
work of till' best age with which the west of Europe^ was well 
acquainted b(dore the recovery of Aristotle's metaphysical and 
])hysical writings in the thirteenth century; it thus furnished the 
(^arlier Middle Ages with their standing general scheme of the 
natural world. In the ])res(‘nt volume it is impossible to deal with 
the cont(‘nts of the dialogue in any detail ; I have tried to p('rform 
the task in my Conwieniary on Plata* s Timaeus (Oxford, 1928), 
witli which the later commentary of Professor Cornford {Piaio*s 
Ceswe/egv, London, 1937) should be compared. 

The (late of composition cannot be precisely determined. There 
is no external evidence, and the internal evidence of style only serves 
to show that the* dialogue belongs to the last period of Plato’s 
authorship ; thus we must place the composition at some time after 
the Sophistes, i.e. within the years 360-347. It is cpiite uncertain, 
so far as I can see, whether wc should regard the Timaeus or the 
Philchus as the later work. As to the date of the imagined con- 
vcTsation I think it is possible to be more precise. We have to 
consider (a) the internal evidence of the Timaeus itself, (b) the 
evidence supplied by the Republic, {a) The interlocutors in the 
dialogue are Socrates, d'imaeus, Critias, and Hermocrates. Of 
Timaeus nothing is known except what we learn from Plato, that 
he is a Locrian from South Italy, with a career of (unirumce in both 
science and politics behind him (20a). From the fact that the 
doctrine he is made to expound is recognizably a version of Pytha- 
goreanism in which the biology and medicine of Empedocles is 
grafted on the original Pythagorean mathematics, we can really 
have no doubt that he is meant to be a Pythagorean of the same 
type as the more famc)us Philolaus. This suggests that he is at 
least as old a man as Socrates, and that we may perhaps connect 
what we are told of the magistracies he has filled with the facts 
about Pythagorean political ascendancy in Magna Graecia in the 
first half of the fifth century.' Hermocrates is plainly the famous 

* I cannot agree with those who dispute Plato’s intention to represent 
limaeus as a Pythagorean. Everything in his doctrine can be traced back 

436 



TIMAEUS AND CRITIAS 437 

Syracusan best known by the prominent part he played in the 
defence of Syracuse against the Athenian Armada of 415. Socrates 
implies [20a) that Hermocratcs is still a man with his career before 
him, and bases his estimate of him on the general report. This 
shows that Hermocrates is a stranger at Athens and indicates that 
tlu‘ convcTsation is presumably to be dated not too long after the 
“ pan-Sicili.an Congress ** at Gela in 425, where Hermocratcs seems 
to have first made his reputation (Time. iv. 58).^ Critias is ci'rtainly 
not, as all writers before Professor Burnet have assumed, Critias 
the so-called “ oligarch ” who figured in tlu'. usurping govcTnment 
of 404 -3. He has already distinguished himself in science and 
politics (20^/). and he refers pointedly to his own extreme old age 
and the way in which he remembers the distant events of his child- 
hood, thong] 1 he can hardly recollect what he has biam told yester- 
day (26ft). He also says that his great-grandfather was a friend 
and connexion of Solon (20^), and that he himself, as a hoy of 
ten 3^ears old, used to sing the verses of Solon, which were tVien a 
“ novelty (21^). All this shows that the Critias meant is the 
grandfather of the “ oligarch,*’ Plato's own great-grandfather. Even 
so we have to suppose him, at the date of the dialogue, to be ex- 
tnuiKdy old. (h) I'he 7'imacus unmistakably announces itself as in 
a way a continuation of the Republic. Socrates opens the dialogue 
by recalling the main heads of what he had said “ yesterday " to 
the present company and the recapitulation coincides 

exactly with the contents of Republic i.-v. Thus we seem directed 
to date the discourse of Timaeus two days after the conversa- 
tion in the house of Polemarchus.- If we were right in our view 
of the dramatic date of the Republic, this brings us to the time 
of the peace of Nicias or very shortly before it, the year 422 or 421. 
Such a date fits all the indications of the Timaeus itself. It enables 

to Pythagorean sources except the use of the four Empedoclean “ roots ” and 
the equally Empedoclean sense-physiology and medicine, a point which I have 
tried to establish in detail elsewhere. For the evidence that Philolaus simi- 
larly combined Pythagorean mathematics with Empedoclean biology, see 
Burnet, E.G.Ph.^ 278-279, Greek Philosophy, Parti., 88-89. 1 have tried to 

add something to the evidence elsewhere. The name is not given as that of a 
Locrian by lamblichus in his catalogue, but he mentions a Timaeus among the 
Crotoniates, and again (unless it is the same man) among the Parians, who 
precede the Locrians immediately in his list. This looks as though the name 
had been displaced by a copyist. Plato’s avoidance of the name of Pythag- 
oras is a standing habit ; it, no doubt, has to do with the disre]>ute into 
which the word was brought by the more superstitious members of the order. 

1 It is impossible to imagine the meeting as taking place after the dispatch of 
the Athenian fleet to Syracuse. As we know from Xenophon and Diodorus, 
Hermocratcs was serving against Athens in the East from 413 until his 
descent on Sicily in 409 or 408. We cannot suppose that he would be likely 
to choo.se Athens as a place to visit in this interval, or that he could meet 
Socrates there on friendly terms, still less that Socrates would contrast him, 
at that date, as a man with a career to make, with Timaeus and Critias as 
mon whose distinction has been already achieved. 

* It is, however, suggested that the present discourse is held during the 
Panathenaea, which do not fall even within two months of the day mentioned 
in the Republic (the feast of Bendis). This secures us against connecting 
the two dialogues too closely. 
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us to understand that the boyhood of old Critias would fall iirimedi- 
atcdy after the expulsion of the Pisistratidae from Athens, and we 
can guess why the poems of Solon would be likeiy to be popular 
and “ novel at that date. (Pisistratus and his sons are not likely 
to liave encouraged the singing of them.) It also gives us a reason 
for the presence of a distinguished public man from Locri and another 
from Syracuse. Only a year or two before the peace the Athenians 
had sent envoys on a tour of the Soutli Italian cities, including 
Locri, for the express purpose of forming a league to keep the power 
of Syracuse in check. A general pacification would, of course*, 
leave a good deal to be “ redd up ” in the western Mediterranean. 
Wt* may be sure that Timaeus did not come to Athens expressly 
to talk to Socrates about the creation of the world. We see also 
why Hermocrates is known to Socrates only by reports of Ids 
abilities and education. And it is significant that, if we are right, 
the date at which Socrates is representi d as listening with ket^n 
inter(!st to a cosmological lecture is only a year or two after the 
burlesque of liim in tlie Clouds. This is a much more appropriate 
dramatic date than one later in his life. Hence I feel little doubt 
that it is right. 

'fhe dialogue falls into three distinct parts : (a) introductory 
recapitulation of the contents of Republic i.-v. by Socrates (17^^- 
196), with expression of a strong desire to sec the doctrine there 
laid down embodied in a dramatic story of concrete achievements 
(196 -206’) ; {h) relation by Critias of the alleged heroic exploit of 
Athens in resisting and defeating the kings of Atlantis [20c-2Gd) ; 
(c) the cosmological discourse of Timaeus, which extends unbroken, 
but for an occasional word of assent from Socrates, to the end of 
the dialogue (27C-92C). We may consider these divisions in their 
order. 

(a) Introduction [iya-20c ). — ^Tlierc is not much on which we 
lUHid make any comment. It is useless to spe culate on the identity 
of the unnaimxl person who has been kept away from the conversa- 
tion by indisposition and whom Timaeus agrees to replace as speaker. 
As Timaeus takes his place, we are no doubt to understand that he 
belongs to the same group of ‘‘ Italian philosophers. Philolaus, 
as Burnet suggests, would suit the part, or we might perhaps even 
think of Empedocles. Plato is merely intending a graceful ex- 
pression of the debt of his dialogue to fifth-century “ Italians.” 
The most striking feature of the recapitulation of the Republic 
is that it covers only the ground of Books I.-V. Nothing is said 
of the philosopher-kings and their education in mathematics and 
dialectic, of the Form of Good, or of the contents of Republic viii.-x. 
I suggest that the most likely explanation of this silence is that which 
is also the simplest. Just so much of the Republic, and no more, is 
recalled as will be an appropriate', basis for the story of the Athenian 
victory over Atlantis. Plato is quite alive to the fact that the 
philosopher-king is an ‘‘ideal” which has never been realized, and 
therefore abstains from an attempt to exhibit a society of philo- 
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sopher-kings in action. It is more credible that there should be an 
actual society at the level of that described in Republic i.-v., and 
he feels himself equal to the vivid imaginative delineation of its 
performances. 

The remarks with which Socrates closes his recapitulation are 
inter(‘sting as showing that Plato fully understood that his own hero 
had his definite limitations. Socrates, as he says, can give us a 
})icturc of the really healthy society, but he cannot “ make the 
ligures move.*' He cannot tell an actual story of the behaviour of 
such a society in a life-like way, and the reason is that he has not 
enough personal c‘xperit‘nce of the work of the active statesman. 
He H'mains, after all. something of the theorist and doctrinaire 
[\()h~e). 'fhis was, in fact, true of Socrates, and it helps to explain 
the- fact that his infliuuice on many of his associates was not wliolly 
beneficial. Association with him in early lift* was not an unmixed 
g(jod for the avt'ragt* lad ; so far, then* was just a slight basis tjf 
foundation for the distrust with which practical workers of the 
democratic constitution, like Anytus, regarded him. 

(b) The Story of Atlantis [20c-2$d), — The story told by Critias 
is to the effect that nine thousand years before the time of Solon 
Athens had enjoyed just such institutions as those described in 
Republic i.-v. Her soil was then wonderfully rich and fertile, as 
it had not suffered from the denudation which has since reduced 
the district of Attica to a rocky skeleton. The prehistoric Athen- 
ians, strong only in public spirit and sound moral, encountered and 
defeated the ^'derated kings of Atlantis, an island lying in the 
Atlantic outside the Straits of Gibraltar, who had already success- 
fully overrun all Europe as far as Italy, and all Africa as far as 
the Egyptian border. Afterwards both the prehistoric Athenian 
victors and the island Atlantis were overwhelmed in a single day 
and night of earthquake and inundation. The story only survived 
in the records of Egypt, where Solon heard it when on his travels. 

It should be clear that this whole tale is Plato's own invention. 
He could not tell us so much more plainly than he does in the 
Critias (113b), when he makes Critias appeal to the testimony of 
“ family papers ” as his sole evidence for the narrative. Not only 
the existence of the island-kingdom, but the statement that Solon 
had ever contemplated a poem on the subject is represented as a 
" family tradition *' ; in other words, nothing was ever really 
known of any such intention. It is not hard to see what the 
materials for the tale are. The alleged shallowness of the sea 
just outside the “ pillars of Heracles,’* and perhaps tales of Cartha- 
ginian sailors about islands in the Atlantic, are the foundation for 
the story of the lost island ; the account of its destruction is mani- 
festly based on the facts of the great earthquake and tidal wave 
of the year 373 which ravaged the Achaean coast. The main 
conception of the successful conflict of a small and patriotic nation 
in arms against an invader with vast material resources and im- 
mense superiority in the art of military engineering — a point on 
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which the Criiias lays great stress — is clearly suggested the 
actual facts of the Athenian resistance to Darius and Xerxes. 
Plato has projected the events of the Persian wars backwards, 
magnified their scale, and thus made the moral, that numbers, 
wealth, and engineering skill are no match for the national spirit 
of a free people, the more obvious to the dull. Strictly speaking, 
the whole narrative has no logical connexion with the special theme 
of the Tiinaeus. Its real function is to serve as a prelude to the 
('ritias, where the narrative now briefly summarized was to b(‘ told 
with full detail. As Critias puts it, at the end of his .story (2ya-b), 
the division of labour between speakers is to be that Timaeus 
shall now describe the formation of the world and of man, as its 
closing “ work," Socrates is then to be understood to have ex- 
plained how man is educated, and it is left for Critias to describe 
the heroic achievements of the men whost‘ production has been 
dealt with by Timaeus and their education discussed by Socrates. 
Thus the logical order of the three dialogues would have been 
Timaeus, Republic, Critias. The express allusion in this passage 
to the contribution of Socrates seems to show that this definitely 
means the Republic, the only Platonic work where Socrates ex- 
pressly discusses the question of educational method. From the 
absence of any reference to a discourse of Herrnocrates, and the 
difliculty of seeing what has been left for him to discourse upon, 
T should infer that it was never Plato's intention to carry the scheme 
beyond the Critias. Herrnocrates, the youngest member of the 
group, was probably to be a listener, not a speaker. 

{c) The Discourse of Timaeus (2yc-g2c). — The lecture which 
Timaeus now delivers covers the whole ground of natural knowledge 
from astronomy to pathology and psychophysics. It will be 
impossible to deal with more than its most outstanding features. 
It starts with two fundamental positions : (a) that the sensible 
world, being sensible. " becomes," or, as we might say, is a world 
of " happenings " or " events " ; (b) that whatever " becomes " has 
a cause, by which Timaeus means that it is the product of an agent 
(28a-c). The " artisan " or " craftsman " {^rjfuovpyos) who makes the 
world thus comes into the story, and it is assumed that this maker 
is God. Now a craftsman always works with a model or archetype 
before him, and so we must ask whether the model on which the 
world has been made is itself something that has " become " or some- 
thing eternal. Since the maker is the best of all causes and the 
thing he makes the best of all effects, clearly the model of which 
the sensible world is a " copy " or " likeness " (ciVoV) is eternal (2ga). 
(In more modern language, it is meant that the natural world is not 
constituted by " events " only, but by events and the objects (in 
Professor Whitehead's sense) situated in the events, and this is 
why it is intelligible and can be known.) This leads us to lay down 
an important canon of the degree of truth to be expected in natural 
science. Discourse about the fixed and unchanging archetype, 
or model, can be exact and final ; it has the definitiveness of its 
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object : discourse about its sensible copy, which is continually 
varying and changing, can only be approximate. Hence in natural 
science, we have no right to demand more than “ likely stories,'" i,e. 
in metaphysics and mathematics there can be finality ; in the 
natural sciences we have to be content with approximate and 
tentative results, though our business is to make our approxima- 
tions as accurate as we can (2gb-d). In other words, physical 
science is progressive in a sense in which metaphysics and mathe- 
matics are not. (Newton *s gravitation formula may be a “first 
approximation ” on which later physicists can improve ; such 
a formula as cos 6 = is no “first approximation" and 

there is no improving on it.) This principle, that a proposition 
of physics is always “ approximate," and that none is therefore 
beyond the possibility of correction, is one so important that Timaeus 
is careful to call repeated attention to it in connexion with the 
special scientific hypotheses he propounds to explain spc'cial groups 
of facts. A simple modc'rn illustration would be the consideration 
that all actual measurements of physical magnitudes are approxi- 
mate, and that no determination of such a magnitude by experi- 
mental methods can be trusted, unless it is accompanied by a 
stat cement of the " probable error." When we are told that all 
our natural knowledge is only a “ likely story," it is not meant that 
we may substitute fairy tales for science ; what is meant is that while 
we must make our results as precise as we can, we must remember 
that they are all liable to improvement. Our best measurements 
may be superseded ; our most satisfactory explanatory hypotheses 
may always have to be modified in the light of overlooked or freshly 
discovered facts. What Timaeus is really trying to formulate is 
no fairy tale, but, as we shall see, a geometrical science of nature. 

Next we may ask ourselves why the Maker produced a world at 
all. He was perfectly good, and for that very reason did not want 
to keep his goodness to himself, but to make something like himself. 
So he took over the whole of the “ visible," which was in a condi- 
tion of chaotic disorder, and made it into an ordered system, since 
order is better than chaos. For the same reason, he put mind 
(vovs) into it, and, as mind can only exist in a soul (^l/vxn), he gave 
it a soul, and thus the sensible world became “ by the providence 
of God, a living being with soul and mind " (30b). The model in 
the likeness of which he made it was, of course, a voiyrov or “ in- 
telligible," something complete and whole (rcAeoi/), and something 
living. The sensible world, then, is the sensible embodiment of a 
living creature or organism (f<j>ov) of which all other living creatures 
are parts. And there is only one “ world ” of sense (as against 
the Milesian tradition of the “innumerable" worlds). For the 
model is one, and a perfect copy of it will reproduce its uniqueness 
(3OC-31&). 

Thus, in the scheme of Timaeus, we see that the “efficient 
cause “ of the world is thought of definitely as a “ personal " God, 
and this “ creator " or “ maker " is, strictly speaking, the only God, 
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in our sense of the word, the dialogue recognizes. Later on we shall 
find the name Ow given both to the world itself as a whole and to 
certain parts or denizens of it, but this must not mislead us. These 
0€oi are all “ created *’ ; their raison d'etre is the will of the Srjj^iovpyo^ 
(2ge, 41b), who is thus distinguished from them as God is from 
creatures in Christian theology. The formal cause of the world, 
however, is not God but the '‘intelligible living creature,’" the 
(ivTo o €(rTt fa)oi/, which God contemplates as the model for his work. 
The language used about this model shows that we are to think of 
it as a form, the “ form ” of an organism of which all other 
organisms are parts. It thus has the peculiarity that there is only 
one unique " sensible ” which “ partakes ” of it. 

It may naturally be asked how much of this can be conceived 
to be serious Platonic tt^aching and how much is mere imaginative 
symbolism ? No one, of course, could answer the question pre- 
cisely ; possibly Plato himself could not have made a hard-and-fast 
distinction between philosophical content and mythical form. But 
one or two points are important. It would stultify the whole story 
to follow the example of some interpreters, who wish to find some- 
thing like the philosophy of Spinoza in Plato, by making the 
“artisan” a mythical symbol of his “model,” the vorjrbv 
riiis may or may not be good philosophy and theology, but it is 
not the thought of Plato, as we shall see more clearly when we come 
to deal with the doctrine of God in the Laws. God and the forms 
have to be kept distinct in Plato for the reason that the activity of 
(iod as producing a world “ like ” the forms is the one explanation 
Plato ever offers of the way in which the “ participation ” of things 
in forms is effected. If “ God ” simply meant the same thing as 
the forms, or as a supreme form, it would remain a mystery why 
there should be anything but the forms, why there should ho. any 
“ becoming ” at all. How far the explanation that God “ makes ” 
a world on the model of the forms was taken by Plato to be a literal 
statement of truth is a question that may be left to anyone who is 
bold enough to pronounce exactly how literally Leibniz intended his 
similar language about God’s “ choice of the best ” as the reason 
why the actual world is actual. The one thing which is clear from 
the Laws is that God, in Plato, is a “ soul,” not a form. 

A more legitimate question is whether God in the Timaeiis is 
quite all we mean l)y a “ creator.” Are we to take seriously the 
representation, which runs through the dialogue, of God’s action 
as the imposing of order on a pre-existing chaos ? Does Plato 
mean that the world was formed out of pre-existing materials ? 
On this point we find a discrepancy of interpretation springing up in 
the first generation of the Academy itself. Aristotle, as is well 
known, insists on finding in the Timaeus the doctrine that the world 
is yevvrjTo^ (“had a beginning”), and is severely critical of this 
error, as he regards it. On the other hand, the Platonists for the 
most part — the Neoplatonists unanimously — adopt the view, 
originally propounded by Xenocrates, that the representation of 
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the world as having a beginning is adopted simply “ for convenience 
of exposition (StSaerKaXtas ^ 3' geometer talks of ** drawing 

a line, when all that he does is to point out that the existence 
of the line is already implied by our initial postulates.^ Thus, 
on their view, the account of the world, or rather its constit- 
uents, as they were before God began his work, is merely a picture of 
the sort of thing you would have left on your hands if you tried 
to do what you never can do successfully, to think away all traces 
of the order and structure in which God’s authorship of things reveals 
itself. The only two Platonists who are known to have taken 
Aristotle’s view on this question are Plutarch and Atticus, a writer 
of the Antonine age. It is significant that their attempt to take 
the words of Timaeus literally gets them into very grave difficulties. 
Since the undoubted Platonic doctrine, expounded most fully in the 
Laws, is that “ soul ” is the cause of all movements, Plutarch finds 
himself bound to discover in the Laws the doctrine that there is an 
“ evil ” world-soul, which he supposes to have animated the original 
chaos. Though this discovery has been followed in modern times 
by such scholars as Zeller, it is certainly a mere “mare’s nest.’’ 
'I'he words of the Laws say no more than that, since there is disorder 
in the world as well as order, there must be some soul or souls other 
than God to cause the disorder.^ And we may be sure that Aristotle 
would never have been silent about a doctrine which would be, to 
him, sheer blasphemy, if he had known of it as a Platonic theory. 

If we look at the text of the Timaeus, we shall see that at any 
rate Plato does not mean to say that there ever was a time before 
God constructed the world, since he tells us, as Aristotle allows, ^ 
that time and the world “began” together, God, in fact, making 
both of them. Thus the language which seems to imply a primi- 
tive state of pure chaos cannot be meant seriously, and so far 
Xenocrates seems to be right in his interpretation. (This would 
leave it a logical possibility that the series of events had a first 
member, and that the interval between the first member and the 
event which is my writing of these words, is a finite number of 
years, but I do not think any scholar acquainted with Greek thought 
is likely to suppose Plato to be contemplating this alternative.) 
Again, as will be cleanT from what we shall have to say later on 
about the use of the notion of “necessity,” it seems plain that the 

1 For Aristotle’s interpretation, see Physics, z^ih ly, dc Carlo, 28o<z 
Metaph. 1072a i. Since lie comments on the fact that the dialogue makes 
time and the world begin together, he is presumably alive to the point that 
1 imacus does not ascribe a beginning to nature in the usual sense of that 
phrase. For the explanation of Xenocrates, see Plutarch, de Atiimae Pro- 
creatione in Jimaeo, loi^a-h, where it is admitted that on this point the 
Academy in general followed Xenocrates. 

* Laws, X. 896^, where all that is said is that, since there is disorder and 
" dysteleology in the world, the perfectly good soul cannot be the only soul 
there is ; there must be one or more faulty souls. Neither Plutarch nor Zeller 
had any right to manufacture an “ evil world-soul ” out of this straightforward 
rejection of Pantheism. 

® Physics, 2$ih 17, Metaph. 1072a i. 
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Timaeiis knows of no external limitation imposed on God's will by 
conditions independent of God himself. 'I'he “ maker's " goodness 
is the whole and complete explanation of the very existence of 
the natural world. This should justify us in saying that the 
“ Demiurge " really is thought of as a Creator in the full sense of the 
word. Probably Xenocratcs may also have b('en right in taking 
the dialogue to imply the “ eternity of the world " in the sense in 
which that phrase is commonly, but inaccurately, used, that the order 
of events never had a first member. It still remains true that, in 
Plato's own more accurate terminology, the world is a ycyoi/os, 
“something that has become,'' not d/Stor, eternal. Even if there 
never was a first event, everything sensible has “ emerged '' as the 
result of a process ; in the Platonic conception the world is always 
“ in evolution,*' even if the evolution never began and will never 
come to an end. This is why the world, unlike God, has a history. 
It is always getting itself made ; there is never a point at which it is 
full-made. 

The story of the making we cannot here follow far into its 
details. Since natural things can be seen and grasped, fire (light) 
and earth must be among their constituents. To combine two 
such terms in a stable way, there must be a “ mean '' between them. 
But fire and earth are volumes and have three dimensions. Hence 
you cannot insert a single mean proportional between them, but 
need two.^ This need is met by air and water. Fire is to air 
what air is to water and water to earth. This playful application 
of the doctrine of the geometrical mean effects a transition from 
Pythagorean mathematics to the four “ roots '' of Empedocles. 
We shall see shortly that for Timaeus they are not “ elements '' 
(316-32^). God used up the whole of these materials in making 
the world. It excretes nothing and assimilates nothing, and this 
secures it against age or disease. Its form was appropriately made 
spherical, since the sphere has the greatest volume of all bodies with 
the same perimeter, and is therefore the right figure for that which 
is to contain everything. It was given no sense-organs, since there 
is nothing outside itself to be apprehended, no digestive organs, 
as there is nothing it can take in as food, and no organs of loco- 
motion, for it has nowhere to travel. It needed no hands, for 
there is nothing for it to grasp or repel. Being alive, however, 
it moves with the most uniform of all motions, uniform rotation 
on its own axis. Finally, we must add that it was animated all 
through with a and this was the generation of a “ blessed 

god '' ( 32 c- 34 ^)- 

We have begun, however, at the wrong end. We should have 
described first the fashioning of the world's soul, since soul takes 
precedence of body in order of “ production '' as well as of worth 

1 The allusion is to the famous problem of the " duplication of the cube," 
connected by later anecdote with Plato's own name. The meaning of Timaeus 
is clearly that no one rational " mean " can be inserted between two integers, 
when each is the product of three prime factors and no more. 
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(since, on Plato’s view, soul initiates all movements). The world’s 
soul has three constituents : (a) a Being which is intermediate 
between that which is always “ self-same ” and that which “ be- 
comes and is divisible ” in bodies ; {b) a similarly intermediate ” 
kind of Sameness, and (c) of Otherness. God thus makes the soul 
as a tertium quid between the eternal and the temporal.^ Next 
he divided ” the result in accord with the intervals of a musical 
scale which Timaeus describes. ^ (Apparently we are to imagine 
a long ribbon with intervals marked on it at distances corre- 
sponding to the numbers indicated by the directions for making 
the notes of the scale.) Next, the ribbon was split longitudinally 
into two halves, which were laid cross-wise, thus +. Then each 
ribbon was bent into a circle so as to give two circles, in planes 
at right angles to one another, with double contact, like the equator 
and a meridian on a sphere. The outermost of these circles was 
called that of the Same, the innermost that of the Other. The 
circle of the Same was made to revolve “ to the right,” that of the 
” Other” was subdivided into seven concentric circles at unequal 
distances from one another, which were made to revolve with un- 
equal velocities ” to the left ” (34^-36^/). We learn a little later 
that the inclination of the two circles was made oblique (39^^), 
so that they turn out in the end to stand for the sidereal equator 
and the ecliptic, their revolutions being the (apparent) diurnal 
revolution of the '' starry heavens ” and the orbits of the sun and 
the planets in the Zodiac respectively. It must be carefully noted 
that nothing is said of ” spheres,” and, again, that as usual in the 
classical period, the orbit of a heavenly body is thought of as itself 
revolving, like a cart-wheel, and carrying round the body which is 
set in it. We have heard now of the orbits of the whole and of the 
seven planets, but so far nothing has been said about any bodies 
which, as we should say, “ revolve in ” these orbits. We are now 
at last (36^) told that the creator finally constructed the body of 
the world ” within ” its soul and adapted the two ; this begins 
the ” unceasing and reasonable life ” of the koV/xos as an organism. 
The circle of the Same and the Other, being circles primarily “in 
the soul ” of the world, have an epistemological as well as an 
astronomical significance. Their absolutely uniform revolutions 
symbolize — perhaps Timaeus means that they actually embody — 

^ I have adoi)ted the exegesis given by Mr. Cornford in Plato's Cosmology 
as convincing, and modified these sentences accordingly. 

“ For the construction of this scale — its compass is four octaves and a sixth 
— see Tim. 35^)-366, Modern editors and translators in general have, in my 
opinion all been led into errors by exaggerated deference to Boeckh, who, in 
his turn, has been misled by an erroneous statement in Timaeus Locrus about 
the sum of the terms of the progression. That Boeckh and his followers, 
at least, must be wrong seems to be shown by their twice introducing 
into their scale the interval called the dTroTOfi'h or major semitone. As 
Proclus says, the silence of Timaeus shows that he does not intend to admit 
this interval, but only the minor semitone, or \eififia, which he is careful to 
describe. 
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in the one case, science of the eternal and unchanging, in the other 
true conviction (Sofa) about the temporal (37«“C). (We must 
remember that the cosmic animal is a rational animal.) 

The creator next proposed to make his work even more like 
the model on which he had designed it. He could not make it, 
like its model, eternal ((itSto?) (since nothing sensible can be so), 
but he made it as nearly eternal as he could. He devised a “ moving 
image of eternity," which he called time. Time is to eternity as 
number is to unity ; its absolutely uniform flow is an imperfect 
mirroring of the self-sameness of eternity, and time is the character- 
istic form of the sensible. We try to speak of the eternal as that 
which " was and is and is to be." But strictly, what is eternal 
simply " is " ; we must not say that it " was " or “ will be," for such 
language' can only be used properly of what " happens." So again 
we say that the past is past, the future is to come, the non-existent 
is non-existent. But all such language, which ascribes being 
to what is mere " becoming " and even to " what is not," is un- 
scientific ^ (37^-38^^?). The; true state of the case is that the model 
eternally is, its sensible embodiment has been going on and will be 
going on all through time (38c). If there is to be time, there must 
be perceptible bodies with uniform movements to serve as measures 
of it, and so God devised the sun and the other “ planets " and put 
them into the orbits provided for them by the splitting of the circle 
of the Other. Their order, reckoning outwards from the earth, 
is Moon, Sun, Hesperus, the " star of Hermes," then the three 
" outer" planets, for which no names are given here. I'he sun, 
Hesperus, and the " star of Hermes " have the same " period," 
but the two latter are in an unexplained way opposed to the sun, 
so that th('y an^ always catching him up and being caught up by 
him. The details about the apparent behaviour of the others would 
require more time than we can spare for their description. The 
important points to remember are that their velocities are different, 
that each of them has two motions, one communicated to it by the 
3Utermost circle, that of the Same (which revolves from E. to W. 
with a period of twenty-four hours), another, oblique to this, and 
with a longer period (the planet's " year "), from W. to E. The 
result is that the actual visible movements are complicated " cork- 
screws " (eXtKcs). M('n ought to understand, as they do not, 
that the components of the movements of all are perpetually 
uniform and regular, and arc " time ” just as much as a lunar 
month, or a solar year. There is a great period, the longest of all, 
at the completion of which all the planets are once more, relatively 
to the sidereal heavens and to one another, in the same positions. 
" To enable them to see their way " round these circuits, a great 

^ 1 imaeus, we see, is not allowed to show any consciousness of the important 
logical results Plato had reached in the Sophistes. This is presumably because 
his discourse must be kept within limits imposed by the assumption that he is a 
tifth-century Pythagorean. All through the dialogue we need to remember 
that the speaker is not Plato, and that Plato need not be supposed to regard 
his utterancCvS as a complete exposition of his own convictions. 
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light (the sun) was kindled in the circle next but one to the earth 
( 37 ^- 39 ^)-" 

God had now to make the various lesser animals which were to 
inhabit the different regions of the universe. This was done by 
reproducing the various forms of organism mind discovers in the 
form of “ living being.'* Of these there are four, each inhabiting 
its own region : gods who live in the sky, winged creatures who 
inhabit the air, aquatic creatures, and land-animals. The “ gods " 
were made approximately of pure fire, given spherical form, divStri- 
buted over the heaven which revolves with the circle of the Same, 
and given a double movement — motion with the circle of the Same 
(i.e. a diurnal revolution), and an axial revolution of their own. 
(Thus the “ gods ** of Timacus are simply the stars. We gather that 
they are self-luminous, since they are made of fire, and from com- 
parison of the mention of their axial rotations, with the absence of 
any corresponding statement about the planets, we may (perhaps ?) 
infer that th(i planets are not supposed to have any such rotations.) 
As for the earth, our mother, God made it for “a guardian and 
artificer of night and day, swinging (lAXo^tcViyv) on the path about 
the axis of the universe ** (ttjv Trept tov Sia Travro? ttoXov rtrafjiivoVt 
4ofe). To describe the system further would be impossible without 
an actual visible model, and is irrelevant (39^-40^/). 

Full discussion of this astronomical passage is impossible here, 
but the following points should be noted, (a) There is no reference 
to the famous theory devised by Eudoxus within the Academy 
itself, which analyses the apparent movements of the heavenly 
bodies into combinations of axial rotations of imaginary “ spheres,” 
with a common centre at the centre of the earth. Timaeus never 
speaks of ” spheres,” but, in the language originated by Anaxi- 
mander, of ” circles,” conceived to turn round like a wheel spun 
about its centre. And though one of the motions of each true 
“star” is said to be ” controlled by ” the circle of the Same (406), 
this motion is expressly ascribed to the star itself, not to an outer- 
most ” sphere.” Presumably the mere fact that Timaeus is a 
fifth-century astronomer, speaking many years before the origina- 
tion of Eudoxus* hypothesis, sufficiently explains this, (b) The 
stars are not thought of, after Aristotle's fashion, as made of a 
superior and ” celestial ” .stuff. They are made of ” fire,*' the 
finest quality of fire, but still the same fire to be found in ourselves 
and bodies round us. We cannot too carefully remember that the 
fateful distinction between ” celestial matter ” and ” elementary 
matter ” was unknown to Greek science until Aristotle introduced 
it as a direct consequence of his hypostatization of tlie purely 
mathematical spheres of Eudoxus into physical globes, (c) It 
is worth while also to observe the complete freedom of the whole 
theory from any traces of the planetary astrology which was, later 
on. to infest the minds of the Hellenistic age. The position of 

^ I.e., all the planets shine by reflected solar light, as Empedocles had 
taught for the case of the moon. 
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the planets in the theory is a very humble one. They are not called 
gods,” as the stars are, and the natural interpretation of Timaeus’ 
language is that they are not supposed to have any ” souls ” of 
their own, but merely to be directed by the soul of the koct/ao?. 
They serve as timepieces, and that, so far, is all. The remark of 
Timaeus (40^^) that though their movements are all calculable, 
their occultations, reappearances, and conjunctions frighten ” those 
who cannot do a sum,” and are supposed to be portents, is probably 
meant to deride the astrological superstitions of the East, and it is 
amusing to note that the negative in the phrase ” who cannot do a 
sum,” preserved in A, and guaranteed by the version of Cicero, 
has been dropped in our other best MSS. and marked for deletion 
by the dioriholes of A. In the age of our copyists, it was assumed 
that it is just the astronomcir, who can do the sum, who is frightened 
by the appearances he foresees ! [d) As to the astronomical theory 

itself, it agrees with that of Eudoxus in being one of a ” double ” 
planetary motion. Each planet is assumed to have a ” proper 
motion ” through the zodiac from W. to E., and, over and above 
this, to be affected by the diurnal revolution from E. to W., with 
the result that it is brought daily back almost, but not quite, to thc^ 
position it had twenty-four hours earlier. Thus, in this view, the 
moon, which most successfully resists the ” diurnal revolution,” 
is the swiftest of the planets, Saturn the slowest, since the moon 
succeeds in getting round the zodiac in a month, Saturn takes about 
thirty years. Both theories thus contradict the older view, traceabk^ 
back to Anaximander, that all revolutions are in the same sense. 
If this were so, we should have to say that the moon is left farthest 
behind, Saturn lags least behind the diurnal revolution.^ Since the 
double revolution theory is expressly employed in the myth of Er 
{Rep. 617a), it is pretty clearly of Pythagorean origin, and may be 
as old as Pythagoras himself, though this is uncertain. 

[e) A much more important question is suggested by the remarks 
about the earth. Does Timaeus mean to ascribe a motion to the 
earth, or does he not ? In the middle of the last century there was 
a sharp controversy on the point between Grote, who found the 
motion of the earth in the dialogue, and Boeckh, who denied it. 
On one point Boeckh was clearly right. Timaeus cannot mean, 
as Grote thought, to give the earth an axial rotation with a period 
of twenty-four hours, since this would conflict with his own express 
attribution of this period to the ” circle of the Same ” at 39c. 
If the stars were revolving round us once in twenty-four hours and 
the earth rotating in the opposite sense with the same period, mani- 
festly the interval between two successive transits of the same star 
over the meridian would not be twenty-four hours but twelve, and 
we cannot suppose, as Grote suggested, that Plato may have forgotten 
so obvious a point. On the other hand, though nearly all later 
, editors have followed Boeckh, it is equally plain that he must be 
wrong in making the earth of Timaeus motionless. His inter- 
‘ On all this see Bumet, E.G.Ph.^ iio-iii. 
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pretation is overthrown at once by restoration of the correct text of 
the passage (Trjv tieql rdv did jiavToz^ xxX), The rryv here can only 
mean t?)v 6S6v or TrenioSov, and is an accusative of the path 
traversed. Also the verb used, is notoriously a verb of 

motion, and we have to add that Aristotle twice over, commenting 
on the passage, expressly interprets it as asserting a movement of 
some kind. He does not even produce any argument to show that 
this is what is meant, but assumes that no one will dispute the 
point. Hence I think w(^ may feel fairly sure that it was the 
accepted ext?g(^sis of the first generation of the Acadt'iny.^ It 
follows that Timacus regards the centre of the universe as empty 
and ascribes to the earth a “ to-and-fro ” movement about it. 
This oscillatory motion we must pretty certainly take to be recti- 
linear, not circular or cycloidal like the movement of a pendulum- 
bob. This will explain why Aristotle, discussing the motion of the 
earth in de ('ado, B distinguish(\s th(‘ vu^w of Pythagoreans and 
certain unnamed other persons, that the earth revolves “ round the 
centre,” from that of the Timueus, that it moves ” at the centre.” 

The interjiretation just given follows Professor Burnet, who is 
at least certainly right in insisting that tlie word used by Timaeus 
of the earth {IXXo^ivriv) must stand, as Aristotle said, for a notion 
of some sort. Mr. Cornford has since developed a very difterent, 
and attractive explanation, according to which the meaning is that 
the earth, situated at the centre of the universe, has a diurnal 
rotation in the opposite sense to that of the ” circle of the same ” 
and thus exactly compensating it (op, cit., pp. 120-124). Attrac- 
tive as this view is, I still doubt whether it could have been ex- 
pected to be divined by a reader with nothing before him but the 
bare statement that the earth iXXerai, “winds” or “curls,” and 
have therefore hesitated to adapt my text to it, though I am not 
confident that it may not be right after all. But it is conceivable 
that Timaeus may be supposed to hold that some sort of “ slide ” 
of the earth would explain one or both of two “ aj:)pearances, ” 
(a) the inequality of the “ seasons ” into which the year is divided 
by the equinoxes and solstices, (b) the notorious fact that though 
the sun and moon are “in conjunction” every lunar month, a 
solar eclipse is not regularly observed at each conjunction. But 
I give this avowedly as a guess. ^ 

* For Aristotle’s interpretation, see de Caelo, B 2936 30 flf., and cf. ibid, 2g6a 
26. The important point is that the grammar of the passage in the Timaeus 
demands a verb of motion, and that Aristotle expressly explains the word by 
adding Kal Kiveia-Oai, That he should be mistaken, or speaking with mala 
fides, on such a point seems incredible. Cf. Burnet, Greek Philosophy, Part 
348 and notes. The summary to D.L. (iii., 75) also ascribes a motion to the 
earth, though wrong about its nature {KivelaOai rrepi to fxeaov), 

* On the anomaly of the seasons, see Theo Smyrnaeus, p. 153 <Hiller), 
and on the Metonic cycle the passages quoted in Diels, Fragmente det Vorsok- 
ratiker^, i. 29, g (s.v. OiriOX)ides). For the problem raised by the comparative 
rarity of visible eclipses of the sun, see Placita, ii. 29 (the explanation ascribed 
to the Pythagoreans and to Anaxagoras). I susx^ect that Timaeus may 
intend his sliding motion to explain why we do not see au eclipse of the sun 
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It is, in any case, improbable that the vague expression put 
into the mouth of Timaeus is meant to disclose Plato's full doctrine. 
Theophrastus, as Plutarch has told us, related that “ in his old 
age " Plato repented of having placed the earth at the “ centre,** 
which should have been reserved for a “ worthier body.** ^ In the 
chapter of the de Caelo already referred to, Aristotle, after mention- 
ing that some of the Pythagoreans held that the earth is a planet 
revolving round a central luminary, adds that “ many others too 
might accept the view that the centre should not be assigned to the 
earth, for they think (otoi^Tat) that the most honourable region 
should belong to the most honourable body, and that fire is more 
honourable than earth, and the boundary than the intermediate. 
Now circumference and centre are boundaries ; so on the strength 
of these considerations they think that not the earth, but rather fire, 
is situated at the centre of the sphere ** {op. cii. 293^ 27-35). Aristotle 
does not say who these persons are, except that they are not the 
Pythagoreans of whom he had begun by speaking. Yet he must 
be speaking of actual persons, since he twice uses the phrase they 
think.” From what Plutarch has told us on the authority of 
Theophrastus, it seems to me certain that the unnamed ” some ” 
mean here, as so often in Aristotle, Plato and his followers. In 
that case, we have the evidence not only of Theophrastus, though 
that would be sufficient, but of Aristotle, that Plato in his old 
age '* regarded the earth as a planet revolving along with the rest 
round a central luminary, a view quite unlike that expounded by 
Timaeus. This is borne out by the evidence of an important 
passage in the Laws (821^-8220) where the Athenian speaker speaks 
of it as a truth which he has only recently learned that every planet 
has one and only one path (ov woWas aAAa fiUv ad). This can 
have only one meaning, that the speaker intends to deny the 
doctrine of the double or composite motion on which Timaeus 
insists. He must mean that the diurnal revolution is not communi- 
cated to the planets, and so is not a component of their motions ; 
each planet has only its ” proper ** movement through the Zodiac. 
Since the appearances which prompted the double motion theory 
still have to be accounted for, we are driven to suppose that the 
” diurnal revolution '* must be intended to be regarded as only 
apparent, being really due to a motion of the earth. The implica- 
tion is that the earth is a planet revolving round an invisible central 
luminary in a period of twenty-four hours, as the moon is supposed 
to revolve round the same body in a lunar month, or the sun in a 
year. A little more light is thrown on the matter by a sentence of 
the Epinomis, a dialogue which is generally ” athetized ** on 
extremely inadequate grounds, but admitted to have been at any 

at every new moon, nor an eclipse of the moon at every full moon, by sug- 
gesting that on most of these occasions the earth happens to be a little “ out 
of the centre.” 

^ Plutarch, Quaest. Platon. 1006c, Vit. Numae, c. ii. See on this evidence 
Burnet, Greek Philosophy, Part /., 347. 
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rate composed immediately after Plato's death by a disciple for 
circulation along with the Laws, and is thendore, in any case, likely 
to be faithful to the master’s teaching. We are there told (Epm. 
9876) that the various planets revolve in one sense and with diherent 
periods ; the outermost circle revolves — we are not told with what 
period — in the opposite sense, “ carrying the others with it, as it 
might seem to men who know little of such things.” ^ This is, 
of course, only an urbane way of saying that it does not ” carry 
the others ” with it, another denial of the double motion theory df 
Timaeus. Presumably the reason why the period of this revolu- 
tion is not stated is that, now that the twenty-four hours’ period has 
been given to the earth, there is no reason to suppose that we know 
what the period of revolution of the ” outermost circle ” is. It 
must have a movement, because the world has a i//vxy ; that Plato 
supposes its revolution to explain any particular appearance is 
very unlikely. We can only say that, since the periods of the 
planets become steadily longer as we advance farther from the 
“ centre,” the period of the outermost circle is presumably a very 
long one.* 

Plato's own doctrine would seem, thus, to be neither that of the 
motionless earth, nor that of Timaeus, nor tlie full-blown Coper- 
nicanism which some modern admirers have read into him. H(^ 
appears to attribute one motion only to the earth, a motion of 
revolution round an invisible centre (not round the sun), witli a 
period of twenty-four hours. The important point is not that he 
lias a well-worked-out hypothesis, but that his scientific instinct 
has seized the fundamental point that a true mechanic of the 
heavens must start with a revolving earth ; this, no doubt, is his 
reason for dissatisfaction with the scheme of Eudoxus, beautiful 
as it is. Another inference of first-rate importance is this. We 
clearly have no right to assume that the view ascribed to Plato 
by Theophrastus and apparently presupposed in the Laws was 
arrived at after the completion of the Timaeus. We have seen that 
the Timaeus and the Laws must have been in progress simultane- 
ously. And it is hardly credible that if Plato had suddenly made so 


^ TLpin., I.C., dyojv rods dWous, t&s “ye dpBpwwoi^ (palpoir &p 6 \iya tovtujv eidoaiv. 
If it only “ appears so " to the " beginner," of course it is not so. Burnet's 
insertion of ovk before dytov only makes the meaning needlessly plain 
at the expense of Plato’s little jest at the blunder of disciples like Aristotle, 
who had committed themselves to the Eudoxiaii view. There seems to be a 
deliberate rejoinder in Aristot. Met. 1073^^8, 6ti nkv odv irXelovs tCjv (pepofi^viop 
al ^opai (pavepbv rots Kal pLerplm injLfUvoL^' irXelovi yap haarov (p^perai pids tQp 
T rXavu)p^vu)v da-rpup — just what the Laws denies. 

* This interpretation of the testimony of Theophrastus is that of Schia- 
parelli, C. Ritter, and Burnet. However we understand his evidence, it is 
far too weighty to be simply set aside, nor do I think Mr. Cornford's ingenious 
attempt to minimize its significance (Plato* s Cosmology, p. 128) happy. I 
think it more likely that Plato has deliberately chosen for his fifth-century 
astronomer phraseology which, except that it ascribes movement of some 
kind to the earth, is left studiously vague. 
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startling a change in his doctrine during the time when Aristotle 
was a member of the Academy, Aristotle should have told us nothing 
about the fact. It would have been “ grist to his mill ” if he could 
have urged against the doctrine of a moving earth that Plato had 
been forced to hold two inconsistent theories about its motion 
in the course of a few years. Presumably, then, Plato held astro- 
nomical views more developed than those* which he has ascribed 
to 'l imaeus at the very time he was writing the dialogue. This 
should help us to appreciates Plato's real regard for historical 
verisimilitude and make us on our guard against over-r(*adiness to 
suppose that all the theories of his Pythagorean are such as he 
would find himself satisfied with. 

Timaiais next adds that the Creator further madt* a number of 
created gods who, unlike the stars, only show themselves when 
they choose, ()C(‘anus, 'Fetliys, Phorcys, Cronus, Rhea, and their 
offspring. We have no evidemee for the existence of these beings 
except that of pi*rsons who claim to be their descendants, but we 
may fairly suppose llu'si^ persons to know their own pt‘digrees 
( 40 i 7 -r). This is, of course, satire, not, as has been sometimes sup- 
posed, a concession for safety’s sake to the n'ligion of the State. 
Most of the* figures nauK'd belong to the cosmogonies of poets like 
Orpheus and llesiod, not to the Attic cultus, and the ironical 
remark that a man must always bci believed about his own family- 
tree is aimed at poets like Orpheus and Musaeus. Timaeiis, as a 
scientific Pythagorean, has his own reasons for not wishing to be 
confounded with the Orphics. The Creator now addresses the 
created gods, explaining that whatever is his own immediate work 
is imperishable. Hence for the making of creatures which arc to 
be perishable, he will employ these created gods as his intermediaries 
He then himself makes immortal souls, in the same 
number as the stars, of the “ seconds " and “ thirds " of the mixture 
from which he has made the souls of the world and the stars. Each 
soul is conducted to its star and made to take a perspective view 
of the universe and its structure. It is then explained to the souls 
that in due process of time they are all to be born as men in the 
various “ instruments of lime " [i.e, the planets).^ If they live 
well in the body, they will return to their native stars ; if less well, 
they will have to be reincarnated in the bodies of women ; if that 
It^sson is insulFicicnt, tlu^y will be reborn as various brutes, and 
will never return to their “ star " until they have first climbed up 
the scale from brute to man again. ^ The souls are then sown, like 
seeds, in the various planets, while the created gods fashion bodies 

' 1 he souls sown in the planets are not, of course, to be future inhabitants 
of the earth. Ihey are to inhabit the planets where they are “sown." 
rimacus is alluding to the Pythagorean belief that there are men and animals 
in the planets as well as on earth. 

* 1 he connexion of a soul with its “ star ” has nothing to do with either 
planetary or zodiacal astrology. The thought is simply that there is a corre- 
spondence one-to-one between the “ gods “ and the human denizens of the 
universe. 



TIMAEVS AND CRITIAS 453 

for them and any additions to their souls which may be required for 
their life in the body (41^-42^?). 

We are next told something of the way in which this work was 
done, but the story is only given in outline, with the necessary 
warning that, since it has to do with the mutable, it can only be 
tentative (42^-47^). In making the human body, the gods first 
constructed the head as a suitable dwelling-place for the immortal 
soul, which, of course, like the soul of the Kocr/>to?, contains the 
two circles of the Same and the Other. (This means that Timaeus 
rightly accepts the discovery of Alcmacon of Crotoria that the brain 
is the central organ in the sensory-motor system.) The skull was 
therefore made spherical, as the body of the icorr/xo? is spherical. 
Th(^ trunk and the limbs were added for the safety and convenience 
of the head (44c-45/>). The organ of sight was then constructed. It 
is literally a ray of sunlight dwelling within the body and issuing 
out through the pupil. We thus see by an actual long-distance 
contact of this ray, which is a real, though temporary, member 
of the body, with the visible object — the theoiy explained by 
Empedocles in verses cited by Aristotle. To this account of vision 
Timaeus appends an explanation of sleep as produced by an equable 
diffusion of this internal “ fire when darknt'ss prevents its issuing 
out to join its kindred fire outside us, and a brief account of mirror- 
vision (45?)-46 c). His main points at pn'sent are, how^ever, of a 
different kind. He dwells on the thought that the effect of the 
conjunction of the soul with a body which is always flowing,*' 
giving off wastci material and taking in fresh, is to throw the move- 
ments of the “ circles " in the soul into complete disorder. The 
movement of the circle of the Same is temporarily arrested, and 
that of the circle of the Other rendered irregular. Hence the 
thoughtlessness and confused perception and fancy of our infancy 
and childhood. It is only when the flow " of the body becomes 
less turbid, as waste and repair come to balance one another in 
adult life, that the movements of the ** circles *’ recover from the 
init al disturbance of birth, and men come to discretion and intelli- 
gence, and then only with the aid of right education " (43a“44c). 
Also, we must be careful to remember the distinction between 
true causes and mere subsidiary causes (awatTia). Any account 
we give of the mechanism of vision, or any other function, is a mere 
statement about the subsidiary or instrumental cause. The true 
cause, in every case, is to be sought in the good or end a function 
subserves. Thus the real end for which we have been given eyes, 
is that the spectacle of the heavenly motions may lead us to note 
the uniformity and regularity of days, nights, months, and years, 
and that reflection on this uniformity may lead us to science and 
philosophy, and so make the revolutions of the “ circles in the 
head " themselves regular and uniform. And the same thing is 
true of hearing ; its real purpose is not that we may learn to tune 
the strings of a lyre, but that we may learn to make our own think- 
ing and living a spiritual melody (460-47^). 
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We next come to one of the most important and character- 
istic sections of the discourse — an outline of the principles of a 
geometrical science of nature. So far we have been talking about 
the work done by Intelligence in the construction of the sensible 
world. But this world is a “ mixed ** product, born of Intelligence 
(i^ovs) and Necessity (dvdyKrj), and we must now describe the con- 
tribution of Necessity to the whole. The relation between In- 
telligence and Necessity, which is also called the “ errant ” or 
“ irregular cause (TrXai/tD/xcVr; alri'a), is that “ for the most part " 
Intelligence is superior 4^^). Necessity is servant, or slave, 

but a willing slave ; Intellig(‘nce “ persuades " (TreLOei) Necessity. 
The special r(‘ason given for now studying tlu; working of Necessity 
is that, unless we do so, we can give no account of the origin of the 
“ four roots of Empedocles, the stuff ” we have so far been 
assuming as there for God to form a world of. Hitherto no one has 
(‘xplained the structure of th(\se bodices ; they have been treated as 
th(i ABC ((TTOLXfid, elemenia, 486) of things, though, as we shall see, 
they do not even deserve to be called syllables. We are now to 
analyse them back into something very much more primitive, and 
we are carefully reminded again that, from the nature of the case, 
our analysis can at best be tentative and likely." 

The sections which are now to follow are marked by Timaeus 
as the most original and important part of his whole cosmology. 
We shall see that they serve to connect the two main currents of 
scientific thought, the biological and the mathematical, by providing 
a geometrical construction for the " corpuscles " of the four 
" elements " which the biologist Empedocles had treated as the 
" simples " of his system. The four types of body thus con- 
structed are then, in the Empedoclean fashion, treated as the 
immediate units from which the various tissues and secretions of 
the living body are formed by chemical composition. The result 
is thus that Timaeus, in the spirit of Descartes, offers us an anatomy 
and physiology in which the organism appears as an elaborate 
kinematical system ; natural science is thus reduced in princij)le, 
as Descartes and Spinoza held it ought to be, to geometry. Plato is 
not, of course, very strictly committed by the details of sjx c illations 
which he repeatedly says are provisional, but it is clear that he is in 
sympathy with the general attitude known to-day in biology as 
mechanistic. The human organism, as he conceives it, is a machine 
directed and controlled by mind or intelligence, but the machine 
itself is made of the same ultimate constituents as other machines 
and the workings of it follow the same laws as those of the rest. 

It is important, if we are to approach the exposition in the 
right spirit, to understand wliat is meant by the initial distinction 
between the part of Intelligence and that of Necessity in the cosmic 
system. We^ must be careful not to confuse the " necessity " of 
which Plato is speaking with the principle of order and law. Law 
and order are precisely the features of the world which he assigns 
to intelligence as their source ; we are carefully told that necessity 
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is something disorderly and irregular, the TrXayu) fjLevrj alna, a 
name probably derived, as Burnet has suggested,^ from the use 
of the disrespectful name irkavr/TaL, ” tramps," " vagabonds," for 
the heavenly bodies which seem at first sight to roam about the 
sky with no settled abode. Thus the Necessity of the Timaeus is 
something quite different from the Necessity of the myth of Er, 
or of the Stoics, which are personifications of the principle of rational 
law and order. On the other hand. Necessity is plainly not meant 
to be an independent, evil principle, for it is plastic to intelligence ; 
mind " for the most part " is said to " persuade it " ; its function 
is to be instrumental to the purposes of The reason for 

introducing it into the story seems to be simply that it is impossible 
in science to resolve physical reality into a complex of rational laws 
without remainder. In the real world there is always, over and 
above " law," a factor of the " simply given " or " brute fact," not 
accounted for and to be accepted simply as given. It is the business 
of science never to acquiesce in the merely given, to seek to " ex- 
plain " it as the consequence, in virtue of rational law, of some 
simpler initial " given." But, however far science may carry this 
procedure, it is always forced to retain some element of brute fact, 
the merely given, in its account of things. It is the presence in 
nature of this element of the given, this surd or irrational as it 
has sometimes been called, which Timaeus appears to be personi- 
fying in his language about Necessity. That " mind persuades 
necessity " is just an imaginative way of saying that by the analysis 
of the given datum we always can rationalize it further ; we never 
come to a point at which the possibility of " explanation " actually 
ceases. But the " irrational " is always there, in the sense that 
explanation always leaves behind it a remainder which is the " not 
yet explained." When we have followed the exposition a little 
further, we shall discover that in the last resort this element of the 
irreducible and given turns out to be exactly what Professor Alex- 
ander has called the " restlessness of space-time." But, unlike 
Professor Alexander, Plato does not believe that the restlessness of 
space-time is enough to account for its elaboration into more and 
more rationally articulated systems ; left to itself, it would be 

^ Greek Philosophy, Part 341-346. The " necessity” of the Timaeus 
Is not ** uniform sequence.” So far as sequences are *' uniform,” the uni- 
formity is due to the ” persuasion ” of necessity by vods ; that is, the uni- 
formity is an effect and sign of the presence of rational purpose. It is the 
exceptional departures, the ** sports ” in nature, which we are to account for 
by the presence of a irXavu/uL^vri alrla. More generally, necessity ” explains 
why the course of actual fact only conforms approximately to the formulae of 
kinematics. The ” necessity ” of the dialogue is thus precisely what Aristotle 
has taught us to call ” contingency.” 

* This excludes the superficial identification of ” necessity ” with an evil 
” material principle.” The doctrine that " matter” is the source of evil is 
wholly un-Platonic. Historically, of course, the dv&ymi of Timaeus connects 
directly with the Aireipov of early Pythagoreanism. It is the element of 
indetermination in events, the element which a Spinozistic conception of the 
universe persists in ignoring. 
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merely restless ; order and structure are the work of the mind of 
God, in whose hands necessity is plastic. 

We find, then, that we need to revise our first account of the 
sensible world. We had already spoken of two things which need 
to be carefully discriminated, the intelligible archetype and its 
visible copy. We have now to take into account a third concept 
which we shall find obscure enough, that of the “ receptacle 
(vTToSoxr/) or “ matrix (cV/xaytloi/) in which “ becoming goes on. 
This n‘ceptacl(' or matrix of process cannot be fire or water 
or any of the things which the earliest philosophers had selected 
as the primary “boundless.'’ Experience shows that these are 
constantly passing into one another ; there is now fire where there 
was water, or water where there was fire. l'li(‘ various bodies are 
mutable and impermanent ; what remains permanent under all 
the variations is the region or room or place where they arise and 
vanish. 'I'his is theni and self-same under all the processes of 
change, and has no form or structure of its own, precisely because 
it is its indifference to all which makes the appearance of all within 
it possible. We find it hard to appu'chend, because it cannot l>e 
discerned by sense ; it must be thought of, but can only be thought 
of by a sort of “ bastard reflection ’’ (Xoyicr/xw nvi v66ia, $2h), i.e. 
by systematic negation, the denying of one definite determination 
after another. It is, in fact, “place” We may, incident- 

ally, remind ourselves that each of our three princii)les is appn'- 
bended in a special way. We can satisfy ourselves of the reality 
of the forms by considering that if there were only sensible objects, 
sc'ience and true belief would be the same ; whereas it is clear they 
are not. Science can only be acquired by U'arning a 

true belief may be j)roduced by “ persuasion, ” apj)eal to our 
emotions ; what we know can ahvays be justified to the intellect 
(to /xh dei fiex' Ao'yor), a true belief not always ; we cannot 

be argued out of the one, we can be persuaded out of the other. 
Since science and true belief thus differ, their objects must be 
different.^ (Thus Timaeus has nothing to say in the one passage 
in which he discusses the forms which differs from the presentation 
of them in the Phaedo.) Sensible things we apprehend, of course, 
by sight and the rest of our senses ; “ place,” as we have just said, 
by a curious kind of thinking (48^-520). 

If we try to picture the condition of things “ before ” the intro- 
duction of ordered structure, we have to think of the “ rec(iptacle ” 

‘ 'J'liere is an almost absolute equivalence of Timaeus’ analysis with that 
of Whitehead in his Principles of Natural Knowledge, and Concept of Nature. 
Whitehead’s “ objects ” have exactly the formal cliaractcr of the iS^ai; his 
account of the " ingredience of objects into events ” corresponds almost ver- 
bally with that given by Timaeus of the determination of the various regions 
of the “ receptacle ” by the " ingress ” and “ egress ” of the impresses of the 
forms. The “ receptacle ” itself only differs from “ passage ” in being called 
“ space ” and not “ sj)acc-time.” If we try to picture “ passage ” as it would 
be if there were only “ events ” and no “ objects ” ingredient in them, we get 
precisely the sort of account Timaeus gives of the condition of the “ receptacle " 
before God introduced order and structure into it. 
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or matrix just described as place as agitated evcrywliere by irre- 
guilar disturbances, random vibratory movements, and exhibiting 
in various regions mere rude incipient '' traces " i^tyvri) of the 
definite structure we know as characteristic of the various forms of 
body. (Thus its general character is exactly that of the bound- 
less '' of Anaximander, agitated by the “eternal motion, “ before 
the opposites have been “sifted out “ and a xoai^wq formed. 
This is, in fact, pretty clearly the historical starting-point 
from which Pytliagorean cosmology had taken its departure).^ 
The first step God takes towards introducing determination and 
order into tliis indeterminate “ happening “ is the construction 
of bodies of definite geomtitrical stnicturc. This brings us to 
the doctrine of the geometrical structure of the “ corpuscles “ 
of the “four roots “ which Itmpedoclean biology wrongly treats 
as simple ultimates. The construction is elfected by making a 
correspondence between the “four roots “ and the originally 
Pythagorean doctrine of the regular solids which can be inscribed 
in the sphere (530-56^). There are five and only five distinct types 
of regular solid, and four of them can be built up geometrically 
by starting with two ultimate simple types of triangle, which are 
the most beautiful, and therefore the most appropriate, of all. 
'Fhese two triangles are the ultimate “ elements “ of the Timaeus, 
One of them is the isosceles right-angled triangle, called by the 
Pythagoreans the “ half-square “ ; the other is the triangle which 
can be obtained by dividing the equilateral triangle into six smaller 
triangles by drawing the perpendiculars from the angular points 
on the opposite sides, or less symmetrically, by dividing the equi- 
lateral triangle into two by a single such perpendicular. (Hence 
the Pythagorean name for it, the “ half-triangle.“) Timaeus docs 
not explain what the peculiar beauty of these triangles is, but we 
know independently that it lies in the fact that the ratios of the angles 
of the two triangles are the simplest possible. Those of the “ half- 
square “ have the ratios 1:1:2, those of the “ half-triangle “ the 
ratios 1:2:3. From the former, by a symmetrical arrangement 
of four such triangles about a centre of position we get the square, 
and from a proper arrangement of six square faces, the cube. A 
similar symmetrical arrangement of six triangles of the second type 
gives us the equilateral triangle, and there are three regular solids 
which can be made with equilateral triangles as their faces — ^thc 
ietrahedron, the octahedron, the icosahedron. For physical reasons, 
we take the cube as the form appropriate to a corpuscle of earth, 
the tetrahedron as that of a particle of fire, the other two as the 
forms of the particles of air and water respectively. There is still a 
fifth regular solid, the dodecahedron, which has twelve pentagons 
as its faces ; but this can be constructed from neither of the ele- 
mentary triangles, and has a different part to play. God employed 
it (55^) “for the whole, adorning it with constellations." (This 

^ For the historical connexion of Pythagorean cosmology with the scheme 
of Anaximander see E.G.Ph.^ 108 IT., Greek Philosophy, Pari a 2. 



458 PLATO: THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

out the celestial sphere for purposes of astronomical description by 
dividing it into twelve pentagonal regions, exactly as a leather ball 
is made by stitching together twelve pentagonal pieces of leather.^) 
It follows from the theory that a corpuscle of one of the “ roots ** 
can only be broken up along the edges of the triangles from which 
it has been built up. Hence, since earth is formed from a special 
type of triangle, it cannot be “ transmutable with any of the other 
three, but they are all transmutable with one another. Timaeus 
Warn proceeds to give a numbc^r of equations which determine the 
equivalences between the corpuscles of these “roots.’' Into the 
physical difficulties created by this table of equivalences we cannot 
enter here. It must be enough to have seen that the general pro- 
gramme contemplated is precisely that reduction of all physics to 
applied geometry and nothing else which is equi:dly characteristic 
of Descartes. 

We next have an attempt to specify the most important 
“ varieties ’’ of (iach of the four types of body and the “ chemical 
compounds ” they form with one another, and to account for the 
scuisiblt! qualities of all these bodies by reference to their geo- 
metrical structure, which must be passed over here (580-68^). Its 
most interesting feature is a long psycho-physical account of the 
conditions of pleasure-pain (64^^56), in terms of the depletion- 
repletion formula. The “ unmixed ” pleasures of sense are brought 
under the formula by the hypothesis that they are sudden and 
appreciable “ repletions ’’ of a “ depletion ’’ which has been too 
gentle and gradual to be propagated to the “ seat of consciousness.” 

With the next section of the dialogue we pass definitely from 
physics to anatomy, physiology, and medicine (69^-876). Again, 
it must be sufficient in this volume to pass over the details lightly! 
I'he main point is that the organism has been constructed through- 
out to minister to the soul. To fit the soul for its embodied life it 
had to receive two temporary and inferior additions, the “ spirited ” 
and “ concupiscent ” “ parts ” or “ forms ” already familiar to us 
from the Republic, Each of these has a central “ organ ” or “ seat,” 
just as the “ rational ” part has its seat in the brain ; “ spirit ” is 
lodged in the thorax, “ appetite ” in the lower region of the trunk, 
beneath the diaphragm (Gqa-yoe). In connexion with this least 
orderly and disciplined element in the soul, the liver has a specially 
important part to play. It is the source of visions and bad dreams 

» The whole of this construction is Pythagorean in origin, as we see by 
comparison with the valuable fragment preserved at the end of the I'heolo- 
gumena Arithmetica from the work of Speusippus on Pythagorean Numbers 
(Speusippus, Fr. 4 ; Diels, Pragmente d. Vorsokr.^ i. p. 303 ff.), where the relations 
silently presupposed by Timaeus between the angles of the “ half-square " 
and half-triangle are explained in full. The one point where Timaeus may 
be going beyond results reached by the Pythagoreans is in his tacit assumption 
that all his five solids and no others can be inscribed in the sphere. Note 
that he mjikes a point of it that Socrates and the others are mathematicians. 
and so will follow him easily (53c i). 
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of all kinds, and the utterances of the possessed," " seers," and 
the like are really due to a disordered liver. They can be inter- 
preted by spokesmen (Trpo<l)^Tai), who are themselves not in the 
state of " possession," and thus given a salutary moral influence 
The details of the anatomy and physiology have more 
interest for the historian of these sciences than for the student of 
philosophy, especially since they are all given as tentative and liable 
to revision. The most prominent feature of the section is the 
elaborate attempt (jyb-yge, Sod-Sie) to account (of course in a 
fanciful way) for respiration, the systole and diastole of the heart, 
digestion, all together as one vast rhythmical mechanical process 
with the double purpose of maintaining the vital heat of the 
organism and distributing nourishment through the blood to the 
various tissues. 

The physiology is followed up by a section on pathology whicli 
makes a curious attempt at a classification of the various known 
diseases {S2a-86a). The theory could only be properly discussed 
in connexion with what we know of other fifth- and fourth-century 
speculations on the same subject from the Hippocratean corpus 
and other sources. Its most outstanding feature is that it departs 
wholly from the lines of the Hippocratean " humoral pathology " 
by tn^ating " phlegm " and " bile " not as ingredients of the 
organism in its normal state but as unwholesome morbid secretions. 
I have tried elsewhere to show reasons for supposing that Plato is 
deriving the doctrine from Philistion of Locri, with whom, as we 
sec from the Epistles, he had made acquaintance at Syracuse, and 
that in its main outlines it is in general accord with what we know 
to have been the medical theory of Philolaus, though there are 
points of difference. If this is so, we can understand why this 
particular medical theory should be expounded by the Locrian 
Timaeus. In any case, we must not suppose that Plato has in- 
ventc^d an amateur pathology of his own and is teaching it dog- 
matically. He will simply be following what he regards as respect- 
able specialist authority. 

The pathology of the body leads up to the pathology of the soul 
(86^-876), and this to some regulations of physical and mental 
hygiene (87^-90^^). Undesirable moral propensities arc due very 
largely to physical constitutional defects ; c.g. undue propensity 
to sexual irregularities is largely of physiological origin. Th(^ 
other chief cause of " badness " is education in bad social traditions. 
Hence Timaeus infers — not quite consistently with his own earlier 
insistence on personal responsibility — that those who begot and 
educated the transgressor are really more to blame than the trans- 
gressor himself. We must remember that he is, among other things, 
a medical man, and that " the profession " are prone to views of 
this kind. Plato may well be treating his speaker with a certain 
touch of irony when he makes the moral theory of Timaeus a little 
inconsistent with his mental pathology. 

In laying down rules of hygiene, the supreme object we should 
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aim at is the correction of any disproportion between the body and 
the soul which animates it. This disproportion is dangerous to 
both body and soul. The soul which is too big for its “ pigmy 
body ” actually wears the body out, as we see in the case of so 
many keen political and scientific controversialists ; when the body 
is too robust for its soul, a man too often makes the soul dull and 
slow by ministering to the body’s clamant appetites. The rule 
should b(i that neither body nor soul should be exercised exclusively. 
The student must take care to attend to his physical condition, or 
he will suff('r for it in soul as well as body. I'he best kind of 
“ motion ” by wliicli to exercise the body is active muscular 
exertion, and the next best easy rhythmical passive motion, like 
swinging, riding in a carriage, being rowed on the water. The 
worst kind, wliich may only be resorted to in case of absolute 
necessity, is the violent production of intestinal motions by drugs 
and purges (S/C~i^qd). 

A still more important topic is the hygiene of the mind which is 
to rule and direct the movements of the body. Timaeus cannot 
relevantly enter on a systematic discussion of the principles of 
education, but he lays down the general principle that our intelli- 
gence is the diviiK* thing in us, and the real “ guardian spirit 
(^at/io)!') of ('ach of us. It has been truly said that man, whose 
divine part resides in the head, is like a tree with its root not in the 
('arth, but in the sky (90a). The rule of healthy living for the soul 
is that this divine thing in us should “ think thoughts immortal 
and divine,” and that the merely human ” parts ” of tlu‘ soul should 
” worship ” and ” tend ” it. The true ” tendance ” of any creature 
consists in providing it with its appropriate food and ” exercise ” 
{KLn](T€is, c)()c), and the ” exercise ” appropriates to the rational 
soul is thus ” the thoughts and revolutions of tlui whole.” The 
(‘nd of life is to correct the ” revolutions in the head ” and bring 
them once? more into correspondence with the “ tunes and revolu- 
tions ” of the world-soul, in whose image they were made at first 
(go a-d ) . 

The story closes with a development which should not be taken 
as seriously as has been done by some interpreters. Timaeus, we 
remember, had incorporated in his narrative the old fancy that the 
first men were directly sprung from the soil. Hence his physiology 
has taken no account of the reproductive system. This, we are 
now told, was only wanted in the second generation, when the 
second-best of the original ” men ” came to be reborn as women. 
He gives an unmistakably playful account of the modifications 
which had to be introduced into the physiological scheme to suit 
the new situation (goc-gid), and then adds more briefly that the 
lower animals in geiK'ral were also derived by degeneration from 
the original human pattern, the deformation being greater or less 
as the souls which were to tenant the various bodies had fallen 
more or less short of virtue and wisdom in their first life (gid~g2b). 
Nothing is said here of the hell and purgatory of the eschatological 
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myths of the Gorgias, Phaedo, Republic. Presumably the scientific 
Pythagoreans of the middle of the fifth century regarded them as 
no more than edifying mythology, exactly as the author of the 
so-called Timaens Locrus regards Timaeus' own statements about 
metamorphosis. We should pretty certainly be wrong if we took 
this part of the discourse as a serious speculation on the part of 
Plato about a possible evolution d rehoiirs. Timaeus himself is 
probably meant to be less than half in earnest ; as in the taU^ of 
Aristophanes in the Symposium, we are really dealing with a playful 
imitation of the speculation of Empedocles about the " whole- 
natured ” and double-sexed forms with which evc^lution in the 
“ period of strife ” began. What Plato himself thinks of all this 
is sufficiently indicated when we are told in the Politicus that the 
** earth-born ” men and the “ age of Cronus ** do not belong to our 
** half of the cycle,” i.e. they belong to fairy-tale, not to history. 

Here our story comes at last to an end. We have now told 
the whole tale of the birth of this sensible world, ” a visible living 
creature, modelled on that which is intclligibk', a god displayed to 
sense ” (92c). ^ 

The Critias calls for no special consideration, its declared 
purpose is to relate in detail the story of the dedeat of the Atlantid 
kings, of which Critias had given the bare outline in the Timaeus. 
It remains, however, a bare fragment, (xitias describes the topog- 
raphy of Attica and Athens as they were before the process of 
denudation which has reduced the country to a mere rocky skeleton 
{logb-iiid), and the happy condition of the inhabitants 
He then gives a much longer account of the island of Atlantis and 
its kings, the descendants of the god Posidon, their institutions, 
and their wonderful engineering works (ii8a-i20i^), and is about 
to relate how their hearts were lifted up with pride in their wealth 
and power, and how Zeus resolved to bring them into judgment, 
when the fragmcxit breaks off, just as Zeus is about to declare his 
purpose to the assembled gods. The chief things which call for 
notice are the clear-headed way in which Plato has grasped the 
effects of gradual geological denudation on Attica, ^ and the special 
stress he lays on the marvellous skill of the Atlantids in naval 
engineering. The description may have been inspired by a re- 
collection of what had actually been effected at Syracuse, 3 but the 

^ elKCiiv raC votjtou, ( 9 e 6 s aiadriTbs, In this sentence vorjroD must not be taken, 
against all the rules of grammar, as masculine agreeing with an “ understood " 
0€ov, since the word debs h«'is not yet occurred in the sentence, votjtov is 
neuter, and we must cither understand fyoi/ from the preceding sVo»', or pos- 
sibly take t6 vo7it6v substantivally. The v.l. troL-qrov found in A is inferior to 
tne Vulgate, which is also the better supported reading, as it occurs in both 
P' and Y. 

2 But it is said (Rivaud, Ti^uic, p. 239) that much of the denudation of 
Attica ascribed by l^lato to the natural cataclysm mentioned at Timaeus 
and Critias 112a is actually the work of man. 

3 Plato is thinking alst), perliaps, of the conversion of the Piraeus into a 
great naval harbour, but the immediate source of the description is probably 
what he had seen himself at Syracuse. 
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works ascribed to the mythical kings more than sustain comparison 
with the greatest achievements of Roman architects and engineers. 
The whole account illustrates Plato’s exceptional knowledge of the 
technical arts and his high estimate of their possibilities. We may 
be sure that, if the story had been completed, one of its main points 
would have been the triumph of patriotism and sound moral over 
technical skill. 

The conception of the purpose of Zeus " seems to be an echo 
from epic poetry. It is hardly a mere accident that the last com- 
plete sentence of the fragment recalls the version of the Trojan story 
given in the Cypyia, where the origin of the great war is traced to 
the plan of Zeus for the prevention of over-populalicm. There may 
be some significance in the fact that Zeus is said to summon the 
divine council to his '' most honourable abode " in the centre of the 
universe.^ Since one of the names given by those Pythagoreans 
who believed in a “ central fire ” to this luminary was Afo? (fyvXaKrj, 
this looks as though Critias meant to hint at that astronomical 
doctrine. Timaeus, as we have seen, makes the centre ” empty. 
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THE LAWS AND EPINOMIS 

T he Lawsi is not only the longest of all Plato's writings ; 
it also contains his latest and ripest thought on the subjects 
whicli he had all through his life most at heart — ethics, educa- 
tion, and jurisprudence. Plato's services to the theory of educa- 
tion, in particular, have usually been grossly underrated, from an 
inexcusable neglect of the very thorough treatment given to it in 
what he probably himself regarded as his most important work. 
His theology, again, has often been misconceived in modern times, 
because the tenth book of the Laws is the only place in his works 
where it is systematically expounded. This neglect of so noble a 
work is perhaps to be explained by two considerations. In one 
respect the Laws makes a greater demand on the reader than any 
other Platonic writing. The dramatic element is reduced to a 
minimum ; if one does not care for the subject-matter of the book, 
there is little in its manner to attract. To all intents and purposes, 
the work is a monologue, interrupted only by formulae of assent 
or requests for further explanation. Further, the purpose of the 
whole is severely practical, and will not appeal to a reader who cares 
more for metaphysics and science than for morals and politics. 
More than any other work of Plato, the Laws stands in direct rela- 
tion to the political life of the age in which it was composed and is 
meant to satisfy a pressing felt need. 

In the last twenty years of Plato's life it was btxoming more and 
more obvious that the old city-states which had been the centres of 
Hellenic spiritual life had had their day. Athens herself had be- 
come a second-rate power ever since the collapse of the great Syra- 
cusan expedition, as Plato knew only too well. Sparta, to whom 
the hegemony had passed at the end of the Decelean war, had proved 
wholly unfitted for such a post, and had been crushed, in a way 
from which she never recovered, by the brilliant successes of 
Epaminondas, which made Thebes for a few years a power of the 
first order. Meanwhile the very existence of Hellenic civilization 
was endangered by the encroachments of Persia in the East and 
Carthage in the West. It was clear that if civilization of the Hellenic 
type was to hold its own, none of the older city-states was in a condi- 
tion to become its centre. We know now that the historical solu- 
tion of the problem was to be provided by the rise of the Mace- 
donian monarchy and the achievements of Philip and Alexander. 
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But the work of Philip was only in the beginning in Plato's last 
years ; his appearance south of Thermopylae as the ally of Thebes 
against Phocis, the first manifest sign that a new power had 
succeeded to the hegemony of the Hellenic states, did not take place 
until the year after Plato's death. In the meantime, the most 
striking feature of the situation was the founding of new cities 
or the revival of old ones. Epaminondas' foundation of Megalo- 
polis as a centre for Arcadia is a good example of the one process, 
his restoration of Messene an equally good example of the other; 
and it is pertinent to remember that, according to Greek ideas, the 
first thing to be done in such a situation was to provide the new or 
revived community with a complete constitution and fundamental 
law. It was naturally the practice to call in the aid of experts in 
“ politics " as advisers in the task. In the fifth century, Pericles 
had tiinployed Protagoras in this way, to give advice on the laws 
to be made for Thurii ; in the fourth, the Acad(^my was constantly 
being asked, as a recognized society of experts in jurisprudence, to 
do the same sort of work. Plato himself is said to have been re- 
quested to legislate for Megalopolis, and, though he declined, work 
of the same kind was done by his associates for many foundations.^ 
Hence it was eminently desirable that men contemplating the 
probability of being called on to “legislate," should be provided 
with an example of the way in which the work should be gone about, 
and th(^ Laws is meant to furnish just such an example. The 
assumed situation is that a new city is to be founded, and that an 
Athenian is invited to lend his assistance in the work. The partic- 
ular situation assumed, of a city to be founded in Crete on the site 
of a prehistoric town, is presumably fictitious, especially if, as 
Wilarnowitz has asserted, the topographical details show that Plato 
was not really acquainted with actual Cretan conditions ; a 
fictitious situation will serve as well as a real one to illustrate the 
principles which have to Ix' cuiforced. 

The date of composition of the work cannot be very precisely 
fixed. But we may readily fix a iennimis a quo. One of the chief 
principles on which Plato insists is that the legislator has not really 
done his work when he has merely enunciated an enactment and 
])rovided it with a “ sanction " in the form of a penalty for non- 
observance. This is like the method of an empiric “ slave " doctor, 
treating other slaves ; he merely orders a prescription to be followed 
under tlu^ threat of consequences if it is neglected. A great physician 
treating an intelligent freeman tries to enlist his patient in the 
work of the cure by explaining to him the principles on which the 
treatment rests. In the same way, a legislator should try to enlist 

1 Sec the list of active " law-givers ” among Plato’s pupils in Plutarch 
{A dv. Coloiern, 1 1 iGc-d). “ Plato sent Aristonymus to the Arcadians, Phormio 
to Elis, Alenedemus to Pyrrlia. Eudoxus and Aristotle wrote laws for Cnidus 
and Stagirus. Alexander asked Xenocrates for advice about kingship; the 
man who was sent to Alexander by the Greek inhabitants of Asia and did most 
to incite him to undertake his war on tlie barbarians was Delius of Ephesus, 
an associate ol I'latu. Cf. D.E. hi., 23, for the request from Megalopolis. 
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the sympathies of decent men on the side of the law by prefixing 
to his whole legislation and to the several main divisions of it 
“ proems ” or “ preambles explaining the aims of the legislation 
and the reasons why its enactments are what they are, and why the 
penalties for transgression are what they are [Laws yiqe-yzia). Now 
in Epistle iii. 316^3:, Plato refers to himself as having been occupied 
with Dionysius at Syracuse upon “ preludes ” or “ preambles to 
the laws to be given to the cities they wen; projiosing to form into a. 
constitutional monarchy. Thus we may rc'asonably infer that tlu> 
conception of Legislation characteristic of the Lcusjs was suggested 
by Plato’s personal experience of the Syracusan situation. The 
occasion to which Epistle iii. refers is probably that of Plato’s last 
visit to Syracuse in 361/60, though it may conceivably be that of 
tlu; visit of 367/6. In either case, it is unlikely that Plato would 
have the leisure to plan a work of the scope of our Latins before 360, 
when his direct coniK'xion with the affairs of Syracuse; was over. 
Such a work would necessarily involve a great deal of thought and 
tinu; and may well have occupied Plato more or less continuously 
for the remaining years of his life, though the one actual allusion to 
a dateable event senuns to b(‘ the mention of a victory of 

Diony.sius II over the Locrians, probably to be assigned to the 
year 356. 

The personnel oi the dialogue', if we can call it one, is exceedingly 
simple. There are three characters — an AtlKuiian, k'ft anonymous, 
who is the main speaker, and two minor characters, Megillus, a 
Spartan, and Clinias, a Cretan. All of th(;m are old men ; of the 
Athenian we learn that he has astronomical and mathemiatical 
knowledge, is regarded by the others as a highly suitable person 
to give advice on matters of jurisprudence and political science, and 
that he has had personal experience of association with a " t3Tant ” 
(711a). Thus his intellectual qualifications are those of a member 
of the Academy, and his personal experienc(;s are modelled on 
Plato’s own, and to that extent we may fairly lake him as standing 
for Plato, though we have no reason to suppose that he is drawn 
with any deliberate intention of self-portraiture. All we learn of 
the others is that the Spartan belongs to a family in which the office 
of proxenus of Athens is hereditary, and that the Cretan is connected 
by blood with the famous medicine-man Epimenides (642^^, d). 
This is meant to account for the unusual readiness of both to learn 
from an Athenian. When the work opens we find the three old 
men engaged in a general conversation about the merits and purpose 
of the institutions of the traditional legislators of Sparta and 
Cnossus, Lycurgus and Minos. They propose to continue their 
conversation as they walk to the cave of Dicte, the legendary birth- 
place of Zeus. The full situation is only disclosed at the end of the 
third book (yo2b-d). It then appears that the Cretans have re' 
solved to resettle the site of a decayed city ; the making of the 
necessary arrangements has been left to the citiz('ns of Cnossus, 
who have devolved it upon a commission of ten. Clinias, the head 
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of this commission, proposes to take the Athenian and Spartan into 
consultation as advisers about the legislation and the constitution 
generally. \Vc have already incidentally heard that the time of 
the year is midsummer, so that the long day will suffice for a full 
discussion. 

The argument of the first three books may be regardi'd as 
introductory. Plato winds his way very gradually into his subject, 
advancing almost imperceptibly from a problem of ethics, through 
t'ducational theory, to the consideration of strictly political and 
juristic matter, and does not reveal his full purpose until the pre- 
paratory positions have been thoroughly secured. This method is 
very charactt^ristic, and it is unfortunate that some modcTii readers 
should have appreciated it so little as to speculate about the possi- 
bility that the whole arrangement is due to the piecing together of 
disconiKicted papK*rs by an editor. I trust that the brief analysis 
wiiich follows will reveal the real march of the argument as far too 
carefully studit^d to be the result of a well-meant blunder. 

(Book I.) What is the central purpose of the institutions of 
Lycurgus and Minos ? The Spartan and Cretan agree that their 
law-givers have disco viTcd the fundamental truth that, under all 
disguises, the brute hard fact about the life of a city is that it is a 
“ war to the knife " with all rivals ; almost in Hobbes's phrase, 
independent cities are in a state of nature towards one another, and 
the state of nature is a state of real but undeclared war (ji 6 kt:/no^ 
aKyjpvKTos). Hence the supreme good for a city is victory in this 
unremitting warfare, and the business of a citizen is to be, before 
everything, a combatant. All the institutions of Sparta and Crete 
are therefore rightly directed towards producing the one great 
virtue, efficiency in warfare, avSp^ia, valour. Hie Athenian dissents 
entindy from this ethic of warfare. The supreme victory for any 
community or any man is not victory over the foe without, but 
victory over self, that is, the conquest of the worser elements in 
the community or the individual soul by the better. And this 
victory is not complete when the better elements coerce or expel 
the worse ; it is only complete when subjugation is followed by 
reconciliation and harmony. Peace, not war, between the com- 
porunits of community or individual soul is tlie best state ; it is 
with a view to peace that a good legislator must make his enact- 
ments. From this point of view, wisdom, sophrosyne, justice, are 
the supreme virtues ; mere martial valour will rank only fourth 
(631c). Now when we consider the Spartan system of training we 
see that all its peculiarities — the common meals of coarse fare, the 
bodily exercises and hunting, and the rough discipline in general 
— aim only at fostering the one virtue we have just ranked lowest 
among the four of the familiar quadrilateral. And, what is more, 
they aim at teaching only the easier and less valuable half of the 
one virtue. 

True “ manliness ** or valour does not consist simply in the 
power to face danger, pain, and weariness ; it means also being able 
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to face the seductions of pleasure without giving in to them, and 
this is the finer half of the virtue and the harder to learn. But 
Megillus himself cannot point to any training provided by the 
Spartan system in this j)art of valour (634&). The explanation is 
that the only way to learn to get the better of temptation is to be 
made to face it and overcome it. The Spartans act on this prin- 
ciple when they teach the young to face peril and pain bravely by 
(\xposing them to them. They avoid making them learn to face 
and overcome the seductions of pleasure. Indeed, the perverse 
s(‘xual practices which are fostered by the “ barrack-room " life 
of Sj)arta have given her a universal bad name (636/>) no less than 
the relaxed maniU'Ts of her women (637c). 

A chance remark of Megillus in reply to thes(‘ criticisms provides 
the material for the rest of the discussion of Book 1 . He regards it 
as highly creditable to Sparta that its pleasunis are so few ; a wine- 
party, for exampk^ is an unheard-of thing (637^^). 'I'liis l(‘ads the 
Atluaiian into a long discussion of the practice of fi-eOt), the convivial 
use of wine. (As a mere drink with meals wine was used sparingly 
at Sparta, as everywhere else in Greece, for the simple reason that 
the water is bad.) Some communities wholly prohibit the i)ractice, 
otluirs allow anyone who pleases to indulge in it as much as he 
pleases and whenever he likes. Both, the Athenian thinks, are 
mistaken. A Spartan may urge that the Spartans beat the “ wet 
forces in the field whenever they meet them, but we cannot generalize 
by enuiiK^ration from a few instances. The issue of numberless 
engagements goes unrecorded, and we can point to examples on 
the oth(‘r side, such as the victory of the toping Syracusans over 
the abstemious Locrians. If we are to judge of wine-drinking or 
any other practice we must see what can be made of it under proper 
regulation. Now under two important conditions — [a) that the 
party is presided over by a sober man who is not himself giving way 
to the merriment, and (h) that this president is a man of more years 
and experience than the rest of the party — such a gathering might 
have valuable social uses. In vino veritas is true in the sense that 
when a man is warmed with wine, he shows himself for what he is 
without disguise. He blurts out thoughts which he would normally 
keep to himself, and exhibits tempers he would normally hide. If 
there were a drug which would gradually produce groundless fear 
and apprehension, as there is not, it would enable us to make a very 
safe and easy test of a man's courage. We could make him take 
deeper and deeper draughts of it, and watch his success in mastering 
his pathological alarms. We should thus be able to do without 
risk what, in fact, we can only do by exposing a man to actual risk, 
distinguish the more from the less valiant. Wine does give us 
such a test of a man's sophrosyne. We can see who forgets himself 
least and keeps his modesty best under the artificial removal of 
restraints produced by the wine-cup, and, if the party is rightly 
conducted, there is no danger that the application of the test will 
have serious consequences ; the subject will be a little noisy and 
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silly for the time, and that is all. It is much better to learn a man's 
weakness from such a slight exposure than to have to discover it 
from his exposure to a grave temptation to unlawful love or the like. 
The practice might thus be of great value to the magistrate who 
wants to know what citizens he can safely trust to come well out 
of positions where there is opportunity for gratifying the desire for 
unrighteous pleasures. And to the members of the party, of course, 
h'arning to “ drink their wine like gentlemen ” does afford a very 
real drill in learning to say “ no " at the right time. On these 
grounds tlu' Athenian advocates the strictly regulated permission 
to drink wine convivially. If there is to be no regulation of such 
parties, he would like to see wine absolutely prohibited to the young 
of both sex(‘s. soldiers in th(‘ field, servants, magistrates during 
tlu'ir tenure of offic(\ sea-captains, jurymen and counsellors when 
acting in that capacity, and any person immediately contemplating 
the jirocreation of children " No doubt the main reason 

for the discussion is that it serves to illustrate the great principles 
that the. Ixitter half of valour is mastery over one’s desires, and that 
the true* way to master temptation is to stand up to it, not to make 
its occurrence artificially impossible. 

(Book 11.) fhe sentence just quoted does not occur until the 
eiul of the second book, but before we reach it, Plato has ingeniously 
made the problem of the right use of wine lead up to that of the use 
of music and poetry as a v(‘hiclc of early moral education. There 
is still a further valuable social service which may be derived from 
a proper use of wine, but before we can say what this service is, 
we must ask the question what right education is. To answer this, 
we reflect that a child’s first experience in life is acquaintance with 
pk^asure and pain (653a), and that an education in character begins 
with learning to feel pleasure and pain about the right things 
[ibid, b). To understand how this education is to be got, we consider 
that a young creature cannot keep still ; it is always jumping and 
shouting [ibid. d). In man, by the gift of God, these boundings and 
shoutings can be transformed into tuneful and rhythmical singing 
and dancing, and it is with this transformation that education 
begins (654^:). Thus, by a liberal interpretation, the whole of the 
early moral training of the young, which is to begin as soon as they 
are sensible to melody and rhythm, can be brought under the rubric 
of education in the “ choric ” art, the art of song accompanied by 
the lyre and by thc^ movements of an appropriate ballet d' action. 
The connexion of the discussion with the previous problem of the 
right use of wine is effected by a playful artifice very characteristic 
of Plato. It is at first assumed that, since the community as a 
whole must take its part in the worship of the Muses, there will be 
three choirs at our musical festivals— one of the boys and girls, a 
second of the younger, and a third of the older, men. But old men 
who aie “ stiff in the joints ” and past the feelings of frolic will 
naturally not find it easy to recapture the youthful spirit of gaiety 
which will make it natural for them to sing and dance before a 
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public audience. If they do not enter thoroughly into the spirit 
of the thing, there will be an awkwardness and constraint about 
their contribution which is specially out of place in a festival of 
the deities of graceful achievement. The concession to them of a 
proper use of wine would provider just tlu' requisite means of recover- 
ing for the time the abandon of youth, and would be appropriate, 
when we remember that Dionysus, one of the gods who are patrons 
of song and dance, is also the giver of wine. As the argument 
develops, we discover that we are not to takt‘ ihe description of tlie 
fnnetions of this “ choir of Dionysus quite lite rally. What they 
are really to do is to select the words and music for the songs of 
younger persons. They are. in fact, to be compikTS of the official 
anthology, and the use; of wine is to assist them in this task. Tlu‘ 
bcisetting fault of compilers of anthologic's for the young is that 
they make their selections much too ‘‘ grown-up.” The middle- 
ag('d compiler’s taste is not a safe guide. Plato thinks that if he 
came to his work warmed with a few glasses of a generous wine, he 
would be more likely to esca|)e this commonly recognized danger 
and to make a wiser selection. 

The details of the book cannot be discussed here, but it should 
be noted that while the treatment proceeds on the samci main 
principles as those laid down for the employment of music in the 
schoolroom in Republic iii., the whole discussion is much richer in 
psychological insight ; no account of Plato’s views about the moral 
influence of music on character can possibly afford to neglect 
Laws ii., though many professed accounts commit the fault. For 
the general theory of moral education, the most significant utter- 
ances are the declaration, emphatically commended by Aristotle, 
that the whole problem is to teach the young to ” feel pleasure and 
pain ” rightly ( 653 &) and that ‘‘ rightly ” means ” in accord with 
the rightly uttered discourse of the law ” {(>S9^r tov wo tov 

yofjLov Xoyov opOov €tp7;/x€Voi'),^ a sentence which seems to be the 
source from which the expression dp06^ Aoyo? has got into the 
Ethics of Aristotle. We may also note the vigour of the protest 
against the view that ” the tastes of the audience ” are the standard 
of excellence in art (658^-6590), and the allusion to the example of 
Egypt as proof that it is possible to establish permanent canons of 
aesthetic taste e).* 

With Book III., we enter on the main problem of political science, 
what a " city ” is, and how it arises. To illustrate the way in 

^ The whole sentence should be familiar to every one who wants to appreci- 
ate Plato’s educational theory ; “ education (TraiSeta) is the drawing and 
guiding (6X/C77 re Kal dywy'/j) of children towards the discourse rightly uttered 
by the law and assented to as truly right by the best and oldest men, on the 
strength of their experience." The immediate point is that sound musical 
education must accustom the young from the first to enjoy what is really 
good, so that " young and old alike ” have the same tastes in music. 

* Note that Plato does not, as is often said, express any approval of the 
actual " stereotyped " Egyptian art. He merely appeals to the fact that 
Egyptian art has remained stationary as a proof that permanent standards 
are possible. 

16 
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which historical development of institutions is conditioned, we 
imagine what would happen if a natural cataclysm destroyed the 
whole of a community with the exception of a few shepherds and 
goat-herds who escaped by the very fact that they occupied a re- 
mote and inaccessible position. They would be the rudest members 
of their society, and thus all the arts of civilization would be 
temporarily lost. It would be only very gradually that the chief 
industrial arts and tlic arts of hitters would be recovered The 
survivors would at first live in isolated family groups in out-of-the- 
way places, with little or no means of intercommunication, and 
hardly any implements of industry. In the main, when they began 
to recover communication with one another, they would live, after 
the fashion of nomads, on the produce of their herds, without 
accumulating “ portable j^roperty,'' and hence without strife and 
greed (679^/-^). Their rule of life would b(i " patriarchal,'’ each 
head of a house making regulations for his own household, as 
Homer has correctly assumed in his account of the pastoral Cyclopes 
(GHofj). 

In course of time, men would pass from this “ nomad life ” to 
agriculture, and the inhabiting of some sort of “ city.” These 
settlem(‘nts would naturally be made first of all in the uplands, and 
agriculture would bring along with it tlu^ first rude attempts at 
” enclosures ” (681 a). For defence against dangcirs, families would 
coalesce in large ” houses ” (like the ” long houses ” of the North 
American Indians). This would, in time, lead to an Ausgleich 
of rules of life. The ” large house ” would develop a rule of life 
out of the various rules t^acli family group brought with it into the 
settlement, and we might call this the first rude beginning of legisla- 
tion (ibid. h-c). So we should find the first beginnings of sovereignty 
at the same stage in the appearance of a sort of ” aristocracy ” of 
headmen, who see that the rule of life is duly observed (68i^^). 
When the memory of the cataclysm had sufficiently died out, a 
further step would be taken. Men would venture to come down 
into the plains and build cities on a larger scale, like Homer’s 
llios (6S2a). With this development we find ourselves in an age of 
rich and powerful monarchs who can engage in serious hostilities. 
(It will be noted with how sure an ey(' Plato discerns the general 
character of the Greek ” Middle Ages,” as they are dcpict('d for us 
in the Iliad, which he rightly regards as historical in its rei)resenta- 
tion of the old days of ” chivalry.”) 

The traditional story of the disasters of the return from Troy 
and of the Dorian conquest of the Peloponnese also has a lesson 
for us. The narrative of the conflicts between the returning warriors 
and the new generation, and of the Dorian invasion, throw light 
on the way in which a “world-war” changes the face of history 
(682t/ff.). The main point, made at considerable length, is that 
the Dorian invaders, if they had only been wise in their genera- 
tion, had the opportunity of establishing a State which could have 
held its own against all the Oriental monarchies, since they found 
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themselves in occupation of a new territory, had no ancient tradi- 
tions or vested interests to hamper them, and so had a free hand for 
legislation. They must have misused their opportunity, for, though 
tradition says that they set up a federation of three States — Sparta, 
Argos, Messene — pledged to mutual support, two of the ihrvxi were in 
course of time reduced to subjection or imj)()tence by the third, 
and it is only in part, and in the one city of Sparta, that the old 
rule of life, which dates from the conquest and was, in fact, dictated 
by the position of the Dorians as invaders in the midst of an alien 
and hostile population, has lasted on. The great mistake made at 
the conquest was that, though the three kingdoms tried to ensure 
the permanency of their institutions by a compact that if any attempt 
at innovation was made in any one of the three States, the other 
two would lielp to suppress it, they did not understand the all- 
important principle that (6gj c-d) the permanent well-being of any 
State demands the division of the sovereign j)ow(t b(‘tw(‘en several 
parties. Concentration of the plenitude of sovereignty in the 
same hands is fatal. If Sparta has retained much of the old in- 
stitutions it is because the divi.sion of power ” has preserved her. 
Providence gave an opening for this, when circumstances led to 
the division of the kingship between two houses ; the wisdom of 
an ancient statesman — this certainly means Lycurgus — carried the 
principle further, by dividing sovereignty between the kings and 
the y€fj()v<rCa] the process was afterwards completed by tlie in- 
stitution of the ephors. Hence the Spartan constitution is, as 
Plato holds that a stable constitution always ought to be, a mixed 
one (691^-6920). 

We learn the same lesson from the history of Persia and that of 
Athens. The principle is that, in the last resort, there are two 
“ matrices of constitutions — personal rule (monarchy), and 
democracy (popular rule, 6()^d), In a sound constitution both 
need to be blended. This was the case with the Persians under 
Cyrus, as well as with the Athenians of the same time. But in 
Persia, the element of popular control has disappeared, and govern- 
ment has become capricious autocracy, with the result that Persia 
is now only formidable on “paper,” since there is no real loyalty 
in the subject. At Athens, respect for personal character and 
authority has been lost in a complete reign of the mob. The cause, 
in both cases, has been the same, ignorance of the true principles 
of education. Since the great Darius, every Persian prince has 
been “ born in the purple ” and brought up by women and eunuchs, 
who ruin him by gratifying all his caprices. At Athens, the mis- 
chief began when the uneducated learned to think their own opinion 
about music and drama as good as that of the educated, and the 
same delusion soon spread to political matters; the Athens of to- 
day is not really a “ democracy ” but a “ theatrocracy ” of ignorant 
sensation-lovers (6g4a-yojd). In Persia, no one is taught how to 
command, and in Athens no one learns how to obey. The lesson 
of history for the intending legislator is thus that every wholesome 
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government must rest on a “ division of sovereignty ; it must 
combine the “ popular ” element with “ something of personal 
authority,” or, as Plato puts it, must unite '' monarchy ” and ‘‘ free- 
dom.” rhere must be somewhere a seat of authority, but authority 
must not degiuK-rate into regimentation ; there must be iXevOefna, 
tilt* fret'dom of the individual, but not a freedom which is anarchical. 

It is a good corrective to some popular misconceptions of Plato, 
to n()t(‘ the judicious way in which he employs poetry and tradition 
as th(‘ basis for liis tentative reconstruction of pre-history, and th(‘ 
moderation and sobriety of the lessons he draws from history, in 
the main, his conc(‘ption of the stages by which men pass through 
the nomad to th<‘ agricultural state, and from tlu* lifi* of the 
family group to tlial of the “city,” agrees with Aristotle’s, 
and 1 might sugg(‘st that the well-known account of the “ house- 
hold ” an(l “ villagt' ” as the ])recursors of the “ city ” in the Politics 
is consciously insjurt'd by the more detaik^d picture of LanKs iii. 
In one resi)ect, Plato is more “ modern “ than Aristotle or any 
otluT ancient ; he, like ourselves, has a vivid s(mse of the enormous 
lai)ses of time and the numerous changes which must have gone to 
th(' making of society before our records begin. Alone among the 
(ireeks, he lias a gi'iiuine sense of the recency of the “historical” 
period of liuman iif(\ and the importance of pre-history. For the 
theory of politics, the great feature of the book is the clear and 
definite' enunciation of the principle of the “ division of sovereign 
power,” Lord Acton once wrote, improving on Dr. Johnson, that 
the first Whig was not the devil, but St. Thomas. It might be 
even truer to say, neither St. Thomas nor the devil, but Plato. 

The third book of the La7£^s ends with the statement that Clinias 
and his friend are actually engaged in a visit to the site of the 
])roposed new city, and an invitation to the Alluaiian to assist them 
by continuing his disco urs(' on legislation as they walk. In Book IV. 
Plato proceeds at once to give us a lesson in practical constitution- 
making. Thc^ very first requisite is to be well informed about the 
topography, climate, economic resources of the State for which we 
are to legislate, and the charaettT of its inhabitants. The constitution 
and legislation must, of course, be adapted to all these conditions ; 
Plato is no builder of Utopias, but an extremc'ly practical thinker. 
In the pn’seiit case, he assumes that the territory of the imagined 
city is varied ; it contains arable, pasture, woodland, and the like, 
in reasonable quantity, but it is not extremely fertile. In situation, 
the city is some mik‘s from the sea, though there is a spot in its 
territory which would make a good harbour. It has no very near 
neighbours. I hese conditions are assumed, because without them 
sorn(‘ of the features Plato regards as most d(‘sirable in national life 
could not be secured. He wants his territory to be varied in order 
that it may be as lU'aiiy as possible self-supporting and independent 
of imi:)orts ; he wants it not to be over-fertile, mainly in order to 
exclude the rise of production for the foreign market, and for much 
the same reasons he is glad that it should not have easy access to 
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the sea, the great highway of commerce. His objection is to the 
influx of large bodies of aliens engaged in trade, whose presence 
would be a menace to the stability of national traditions of life. 
(There is to be no Peiraeeus.) And he wants to excludt' a big export 
trade also, bc'cause he does not wish the spirit of the community to 
be commercialized. A further danger is that, as in the case of 
Athens herself, the development of a sea-borne commerce will lead 
to the growth of a navy, and with it to the growth of aggressive 
“ impt'dalism." This explains the motive for the long passage in 
which it is argued that, contrary to the general opinion, the rise 
of Athens as a sea-pow(T has b(‘en her chief misfortune [yo’^d-yoyd). 
This was also the. opinion of Isocrates, and seems to be true, in spite 
of the customary glorification of Themistocles and I’ericles. It was 
the spirit of commercialistic imperialism which led directly to the 
attc'inpt of Alcibiades and his admirers to create an Athenian 
emj)ire in thi^ W(‘stern Mediterranean, and it was this ad\a'nture 
which irretrievably ruined the Periclean democracy.^ 'J'he history 
of Athens explains why Plato wishes a morally healthy society to 
be agrarian rather than industrial, just as Riiskin, Carlyle, and 
Morris all wished the samc^ thing for England. The composition 
of the prospective inhabitants by invitation of settlers from all 
over Crete and from the Peloponnese is intcndc'd to provide another 
advantage. As the citizens come from different quarters, they 
will have different original traditions, and this will mean that a 
legislator will not have the same dead weight of unintelligent 
conservatism to contend against [yoM), 

Now what would be the most favourable opportunity for the 
creation of a thoroughly sound system of laws and institutions ? 
Though the remark seems paradoxical, the best chance would be 
offered by the co-operation of a thoroughly wise statesman with a 
“ tyrant,’' but the tyrant would have to be young, intelligent, and 
endowed with unusual moral nobility (709c). The thought is that 
in this case the statesman would have the freest hand. He would 
ncea only to convert the autocrat to his plans, and the rest of 
society would follow suit, partly from loyalty, partly because the 
autocrat has the requisite force to constrain the malcontent. He 
must be young as well as intelligent, of course, if he is to be won to 
such an undertaking : an older man would be less easily imj)ress('d. 
He must have moral nobility, because he will be called on to sacri- 
fice his own position as autocrat, if the combination of authority 
with “ freedom ” is to be effected. It is improbable that there 
should ever be such a conjuncture as the association in one age and 
place of a supreme statesman with a young autocrat of such unusual 
qualifications, but we cannot say that the thing is impossible (711^^). 
So we may imagine that the condition has been realized and proceed 

^ Of course it was not the fault of the Athenians that they were a naval 
pf)wer. They had to be one, just because, like ourselves, they needed to import 
their wheat. But the necessity of possessing a powerful fleet inevitably Jed 
to the temptation to use it for purposes of selfish aggrandizement. 
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to consider what institutions the statesman with such a force at 
his disposal would be likely to recommend.^ 

If a man with a genius for statesmanship ever got this favourable 
opportunity of carrying his conceptions out in practice, he would, 
in accord with the principles already laid down, take care not to 
establish an ** unmixed ” constitution of any of the three types 
familiar in the Greek world. That would be to create a sovereignty 
of a favoured person or class over a subject class or classes. In a 
true “ constitution the sovereign is not class-interest, but God, 
and the voice by which God makes His commands known is the 
law. Hence the fundamental principle of good government is 
that the sovereign shall be not a person or a class, but impersonal 
law (713/?). In such a society the posts of authority will be awarded 
for superiority not in birth, or wealth, or strength, but in whole- 
lu'arted service to law. Its point of honour will be loyalty to the 
laws. The Athenian accordingly imagines himself to be in the 
])()sition of a legislator speaking in the presence of the whole body 
of intending citizens, and proceeds to begin an address to them on 
the majesty of law (715^-718^) ; the opening words of this speech 
an', perhaps, the oik' “ text ” quoted more frequently than any 
other by the Platonists of later antiquity. God eternally pursues 
the even tenour of his way,'" and Justice attends Him ; he who 
would be happy must follow in their train with a humbled and 
disciplined ” spirit (raTrcu/o? Kal K€KO(r/AT7/xcvos). To follow God 
means to be like God, who is the true measure of all things " (716c). 
W('. are like God so far as we follow the life of right measure. 

In the life of measure reverence (rt/xr;) must be meted out to its 
various recipients in the right order, fu:st to the gods of the upper 
world and our city, next to those of the underworld, then to sjurits 
and heroes,” tlu'n to ancestors and dead parents, and last to our 
living parents ; in honouring these last, we must remember that to 
support them with our substance is the least office, to minister to 
them with our bodies something more, to give them the affection 
and devotion of the soul the great thing. We cannot do too much 
for them while we have them with us ; when they die, the most 
modest funeral is the most decent and honourable. At this point 
the discourse on the duties of life breaks off, to be resumed again 
in the following book. The reason for the interruption is that the 
speaker recollects that there arc two poSvSible types of law, a brief 
one and a longer. The brief type of law is that in common vogue. 
It consists of a command or prohibition accompanied by a 
sanction ” in the form of a penalty threatened for non-compliance. 

' Why do^ not Plato suggest that the supremely wise statesman should 
himself be born heir to the throne ? Presumably because wisdom in states- 
manship only comes with years and experience. But an experienced monarch 
ol advanced years would have neither the enthusiasm nor the entire freedom 
from self-interest demanded of the autocrat who is to employ his position to 
suppress himself. Hence the wisdom must be that of a man who has not to 
struggle with the insidious temptations of self-interest, the enthusiasm that of 
a man who has not lost the first flush of youth. 
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The wise legislator will not, however, wish to overawe the subject 
into obedience by mere threats. He would prefer to enlist the 
feelings of the subjects in favour of his regulations as far as he can, 
leaving only the worst kind of citizen to be merely coerced. If we 
look at the practice of physicians of the body, we shall see that 
there are two types among them. There are the mere empirics, 
usually themselves slaves with slaves for their patients, who give a 
prescription magisterially with a threat that things will go ill with 
the patient if he disregards it. There are the eminent physicians, 
educated men with educated men for their patients ; they explain 
to the patient the nature of their treatment and the purpose of 
their regulations and do all they can to get him to help in effecting 
the cure. It is their method the legislator should adopt. He 
should therefore prefix to his whole legislation and to the principal 
sections of it “ preambles explaining the purpose of his regulations 
and the reasons why such-and-such penalties are proper for neglect 
of them, and so win the sympathies of the society for whom he 
legislates (yigc-yzoe). Thus, in enacting that a man shall marry 
before he reaches a given age or be subject to fine or loss of civil 
rights (o-Tt/Ata), he would dwell on the reason for the law, namely, 
that it aims at securing such immortality as is possible for the race,^ 
and the reason for selecting just this “ sanction,’’ namely, that the 
man who shirks the duty to save himself expense shall be visited 
in his pocket, and that the man who has done nothing to leave a 
younger generation behind him shall not share in the honours we 
expect to be shown by the younger generation to their parents 
(y2'ia-d). We may therefore regard the interrupted discourse on 
the beings entitled to reverence and the respective degrees in which 
they are entitled to it, as the opening of a general preamble to our 
whole legislation. 

Book V. in its opening pages contains the continuation of the 
great preamble (726-734c^). From reverence to parents, we proceed 
to the reverence or respect due to ourselves and our fellows. The 
rule of self-reverence is that the soul is more than the body and the 
body than possessions. A man must prize his soul more than his 
body and his body more than his goods.” We dishonour our 
own soul when we put bodily vigour and health or power or riches 
before wisdom and virtue, or when we gratify unworthy caprice 
or passion. We dishonour the body when we prefer wealth to 
health. Plato’s view is that extraordinary Ix'auty or robustness 
or wc^alth are bad for tlu' soul, generally speaking, no less than 
extraordinary ugliness, deformity, ill-health, penury. The first 
breeds vanity, the second gross lusts, the third idleness and 
luxury*. In respect of advantages both of body and of fortune, 

1 This thought, which had already appeared in the Symposium, has no 
bearing on the doctrine of the immortality of the soul. It is the man — the 
complex of soul and body — of whom Plato says that survival in his descend- 
ants is the nearest approximation he can make to deathlessncss. The y^vx^i 
divorced from the body is not AvOpuros but just ^pvx'ii, a “ spirit." 
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the middle condition is preferable to an extreme. The main rules 
for right relations with others are that (i) in our relations with 
friends and fellow-citizens, we should rate the benefits we receive 
from them at a higher rate than they themselves do, the services 
we render them at a lower ; (2) in relations to the alien, especially 
to the su]:)pliant, we ought to be specially careful to be on our 
best behaviour, for nothing is so odious to man and God as taking 
advantage of those who are defenceless (726-730^). 

Next follows an exhortation as to the spirit in which a man 
should conduct himself in matters where the law can lay down 
no specific commands or prohibitions. The supreme demand on a 
man is for a\ 7 ) 0 €ia (“ genuineness in all the relations of life — in 
fact, for loyalty.*' A man who is not “ true and loyal " is wholly 
untrustworthy ; want of loyalty makes friendship and all th(‘ 
happiness of life impossible. We must lay it down that in this, 
and in all points of virtue, it is good to practise them yourself, 
better to go further and to bring the misdeeds of others to the 
knowledge of th(' authorities, best of all, actually to assist them in 
chastising the misdoer. We must add that rivalry in goodness of 
all kinds is the one form of emulation we should encourage in all 
our citizens, as it is the one kind of rivalry which aims not at en- 
grossing a good to one’s self, but at communicating it as widely as 
possible. I'o the faults of others a good man should be merciful, 
whenever they are remediable, since he knows that no one is bad 
on purpose ” ; he will only let his anger have its course with the 
incorrigible. A man must beware, too, of the deadly fault of im- 
proper partiality to one’s self. And he must repress all tendency 
to unrestrained emotionalism (726/^-732^^). 

We must not forget that it is men, not gods, whom we are trying 
to enlist on the side of virtue. We must therefore maki‘ allowance 
for the universal human desire for a pleasant existence. We cannot 
expect men regularly to choose the noble life unless they are per- 
suaded that it is also the ydeasant. Its nobility has already been 
argued ; Plato now j)roceeds to contend that, even by the rules of a 
Hedonic calculus, if you only state the rules correctly and work 
the sum right, the morally best life will be found to be also the 
pleasantest. I'lie rules are that we wish to have pleasure, and 
not to hav(' pain ; we do not wish for a neutral condition, but we 
prefer it to pain. We choose a pain attendt'd by an ov('rbalance of 
pleasure, and refuse a ])l('asure attended by an overbalance of pain ; 
to an exact balance of pleasure and pain we are indifferent. We 
have to take into account as dimensions ” of pleasure and pain 
“ number ” and “ siz(^ ” — i.e. frequency and duration and intensity. 
We wish to have a lifi^ in which, when attention has been given to all 
these “ dimensions,” i\\e balance works out on the side of pleasure ; 
not to have one in which the balance is on the side of pain. The 
life in which the balance is zero is preferable to that in which there 
is a balance of pain. If we consider four pairs of lives, correspond- 
ing to the four currently recognized virtues and their contrary 



THE LAWS AND EPINOMIS 


477 


vices— the life of the temperate and that of the profligate, the life 
of the wise man and that of the fool, the life of the brave man and 
that of the coward, the morally “ healthy and the morally 
“ morbid " life — ^we find that in the first member of each pair there 
is less excitement than in the second ; the pleasures and pains are 
both less intense, but at the same time these pleasure's are more 
frequent and more lasting than the pains, whereas, in the second 
members of the pairs, the pains are more numerous and lasting 
than the pleasures. Thus, in each case, the balance is on the side 
of pleasure in the first member of the pair, on the side of pain in the 
second. This is Plato's proof that, if the calculation is fairly 
worked, the better life proves to be also the pleasanter. Its moral 
superiority, we must remember, is not identified with nor inferred 
from its greater pleasantness, but is taken to have been already 
established independently (732^-734^). This brings us to the end 
of our general prelude to the legislation. 

There is still one more matter to be dealt with before procec'ding 
to the legislation in detail— the creation of the necessary magis- 
tracies. The magistrates arc, so to say, the warp, the rest of the 
citizens the woof, of the fabric we have to weave. The warp must 
have the stronger and tougher constitution, must be made of 
those elements of the population who have most strength of char- 
acter and are least pliable. We begin by laying it down (737c) 
that the size of the community, the number of houscdiolds, must be 
kept permanent. (We want to exclude the social revolutions which 
would be produced by either marked dcicline or marked increase 
in population.) We require to have just such a population as 
our territory will support in industry and sobriety, neither more 
nor fewer. If the population grows beyond this limit, it will begin 
to expand at the cost of wrong to its neighbours ; if it falls 
below it, it will not be adequate to its own defence. The actual 
number of households will depend on the size of the territory, but, 
for purposes of illustration (737^^), we may imagine it fixed at 5040, 
a number which recommends itself by the fact that it is divisible 
by all the integers up to 10. This is convenient, since there may 
be practical reasons for wishing to divide the inhabitants into 
administrative groups for various purposes.^ 

Wc may say at once that the very best and happiest of all 
societies would be one where there was no “ private ” interest, 
where even wives and children were “common,” and the word 
“ my own ” never heard (7390). What we arc describing now is a 

1 5040= 7 ! (the continued product of the integers from i to 7). Plato has 
chosen it because, since 7 is the highest prime number less than 10. and the 
numbers 8, 9, 10 are each products of a pair of factors of which each is Jess 
than 7, 7 ! will obviously be divisible by every integer up to 10. It will also 
be divisible by 12 (2x6); and this is a great convenience, since 12 is the number 
of months in the year. Ritter's note on the passage rightly points out that 
the reason for choosing such a number is strictly practical ; it prevents any 
difficulty in determining the precise quota a particular subdivision of the 
population ought to contribute to the revenue or the defences. 
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society which is to come nearest to this ideal, an ideal only possible 
perhaps to beings who are more than men {Oeol ^ watScs 
739^^).! For this “ second city ” we must lay it down that the land 
is not to be cultivated in common ; there are to be private estates 
and houses, as a concession to human weakness, but the owner of a 
patrimony must always regard it as belonging to the city as 
much as to himself. It will be an obligation of religion that the 
number of hearths is always to be the same. A patrimony is 
always to descend undivided to one son, chosen by his father, who 
will keep up the household worship. Daughters arc to be provided 
for by marriage, and, to ensure their marriage, there will be a law 
against giving or receiving dowries (742c). A man's remaining 
sons will be providcid for by encouraging adoption on the part of the 
childless or those who have been bereaved of their sons. Plato is 
thus aware that his scheme demands that the normal family shall 
be one of two children. Tendency to over>population will b() 
counteracted by “ moral suasion " (740 i), or, in the last resort, 
by sending out colonics. (Apparently no artificial " methods of 
birth-control are contemplated.) Unavoidable depopulation by 
epidemics and the like can be met, though reluctantly, by inviting 
new settlers. 

It will, unfortunately, be impossible' to prevent economic 
inequalities altogether, but they may be kept within bounds, and 
both penury and irresponsible wealth excluded by the following 
regulations. 'I'he patrimonies should be, as nearly as possible, of 
equal value (737c) ; to secure that they remain inalienable in the 
same family, a careful survey of the whole territory will be made 
and preserved in the public archives (741c). To keep out the 
taint of commercialism, the State will have its own currency, valu(i- 
less outside its own territory, and it will be a crime in a citizen to 
own the coined money of a foreign city (742a) There shall be no 
lending of money on interest, and no credit (742c), The reason for 
this is simf)ly that we do not wish to encourage a man to live on 
the automatic return of investments ; we want him to be a farmer 
living by ihv. labour of his own hands. Accumulation will be 
checked by tlu^ establishment of four economic classes, the poorest 
possessing nothing bc^yond their patrimony, the richest being 
allowed to possess no more than four times the yield of the patri- 
mony. Any further increase of wealth will be escheated to the 
State (744r/~745a). rims wcaltli will have some weight, as well as 
character and birth, in the distribution of offices. This is re- 
grettable, but it is a condition we cannot wholly exclude (744^). 

^ Plato still adheres to the moral ideal of the Republic, though he seems 
definitely to be saying that it cannot be actually embodied in flesh and blood. 
It may be doubted whether he had ever thought otherwise. At any rate, he 
now regards a system of peasant-proprietorship with inalienable patrimonies 
its the society in which ordinary men and women will be likely to show most 
of the spirit of devotion to the common " good. 

* A regulation bc'iscd on the Spartan practice, which is proposed also by 
Fichte in his Geschlossener Handelsstaat. 
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The community will be divided into twelve “ tribes,'* ^ care 
being taken that the total property of the tribes is approximately 
equal and that their holdings are equalized. Each patrimony 
will be divided into a half situated nearer to and one situated farther 
from the town, which must have a central position, and we should 
be careful to see that this division is fairly made, so that, e.g., 
a man who has the advantage of having half his estate close to the 
town shall have the other half on the outskirts of the State (7456-6*). 
In connexion with the topic of subdivisions and measureinents, 
Plato shows his practical interest in small matters by expressly 
insisting on the importance of a rigid standardization of the currency 
and of all weights and measures (7466), ^ the object being, of course, 
to suppress the possibility of small dishonest gains. It is an un- 
philosophical prejudice to suppose that the eye of the law should 
be blind to such things. Arithmetic is of the liigliest value, pro- 
vided it is pursued in a spirit untainted by the commercialism of 
Phoenicians and Egyptians (747^-6). 

Book VI. brings us at last to the appointment of the various 
magistrates and administrative boards. We must be content here 
to describe the most important of these and the method by which 
they are constituted, as illustrative of Plato’s insight into the 
practical business of representation.” The most important 
ordinary magistracy is that of the vojuotfivXaKe^ or guardians of 
the constitution, a body of thirty-seven men of approved character 
and intelligence, who must be at least 50 years old at appoint- 
ment, and must retire at the age of 70. I'heir functions are to 
watch over the interests of the laws in general and, in particular, 
to take charge of the register of properties, and penalize* and ” black- 
list ” any citizen guilty of fraudulent concealment of income. They 
figure also as the presiding magistrates in connexion with the 
trial of grave offences of various kinds. They are to be elected by 
votes given in writing and signed with the voter s name (as a pre- 
caution against an irresponsible vole), and the election has several 
stages, by which the three hundred names first selected are finally 
reduced to thirty-seven (three for each ” tribe ” with an odd man to 
prevent an equal division of opinions). 

The ordinary great council, the representative chamber ” of 
the society, is elected on a plan ingeniously contrivc'd to eliminate* 
extreme ” class-consciousness ” and to make wire-pulling and cabal 
impossible. It is ultimately to consist of 360 meunbcTs, ninety from 
each of the four property-classes, but the sel(*ction has several 
stages and is spread over a week. In the first instance 360 repre- 
sentatives of each class are chosen, the voting covering four days. 

' The number is selected for the practical convenience that it makes it 
easy for an office or duty to rotate through all the tribes in the course of a year. 
The official year is to have 365, not 360, days — a reform never adopted by any 
actual Greek " city " until a later date (828/;). 

* Ritter, ad loc., rightly calls attention to the point that Plato is here, for 
the first time, pointing out the necessity of regulations of this kind, which 
were unknown in Hellenic practice. 
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Citizens of the two richest classes are obliged under a penalty to 
vote for the representatives of all four classes. The citizens of the 
third and fourth classes arc compelled only to vote on the first two 
days, and may or may not vote on the second two, as they please. 
{The thought is that they would mostly abstain, since they have 
already lost two days from their working week, and will not wish 
to lose two more. I'lms, as the poorer citizens will be the most 
numerous, the rei)resentatives of the two richer classes will be 
elected by a vote in wliich the poorer classes will have most influ- 
ence ; those of the poorer classes will mainly be chosen by the votes 
of the richer. I'his means that the names selected will be those of 
moderate men from all classes ; neither a Coriolanus nor a Cade will 
stand much chances of election. This secures that the whole body 
shall b(i public-spirited, fair-minded, and likely to co-operate 
harmoniously.) In the second stage of the process, the number of 
nam(\s is reduced to one-half by a vote which must be compulsorily 
exercised by all citizens. (An extremist who might slip through the 
first el(‘ction would thus very probably be eliminated at this stage, 
and. as the voting is compulsory for every one, the danger that the 
richer class(is might make the representation of the poorer a farce* 
by inducing their poorer f(‘llow-citizens to abstain from voting for 
the mc'inbers of their own class is also reduced to a minimum.) 
Finally, the numbers are again reduced to one-half by the use of the 
lot. (riiis would be a final precaution against electioneering 
jobbery.) The council thus appointed holds oflice for the year, 
one-twelfth of it forming a committee which exercises the main 
functions of sovt‘r(‘ignty for each month. 

The chief criticism a modern thinker would be; likely to pass on 
the sclumie would probably be that it runs the risk of making the 
extremist all the more dangerous by leaving him no chance of 
airing his grievances in the “ council of the nation.'’ But it might 
be said that we arc learning by experience how hard it is for the 
same body to combine the functions of a “ safety-valve ” and a 
really effective national council. 

The most important office in a Platonic community is, as we 
should expect, that of the Minister of Education. The well-being 
of the community depiuids directly on the character of the educa- 
tion giv(‘n to succt^ssivc geiu^rations, and th(* overseer of education 
should therefore lie the best and most illustrious man in the com- 
munity. as holding its most n‘sponsible post. He must be a man of 
over fifty, with children of his own, and should be elected for a 
p(Tiod of fivt' yt'ars out of the body of the vofio(l>vXaK€<: by the 
votes, of th(' oth(T magistrates {yhsd-ybbh). The “ President of the 
Board of lulucation ” is thus the “ premier ” in Plato's common- 
wealth. 

If the life of the society is to be thoroughly sound from a moral 
point of view, we must first ensure that the tone of family life 
itself is sound. Marriage must be regarded as a solemn duty to 
society ; selfish neglect to discharge that duty, as we have already 
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learned, will be penalized. Extravagant expenditure on wedding 
festivities must be discountenanced. 'J'he peace of the household also 
demands that we lay down a right rule for the treatment of servants. 
A master must, for his own sake as well as for his servant’s, make it a 
rule to be even more scrupulously fair in his treatment of his slaves 
than he is in his behaviour to his equals {jjyd). But he should be 
strictly just, without compromising his position as master by im- 
proper familiarities. liis word must b(‘ law to his slave, and he 
must punish all disobedk'iicc^. When our young people have been 
married, we must see to it that tlu^y begin their married lift', on th(' 
right lines. We must not let them think they can spend these early 
days, before children liave yet come, just as tht y })l(;ase, as a sort 
of honeymoon, 'the young husband must, for exani])l(‘, take his 
place at the public table' with his fellow-citizens, exactly as he has 
been used to do (yHob). And, though this is a thing wliieli has not 
been attempted even at Sparta, women, no Ic'ss than iik'h, must be 
taught to live under the eye of the society to which they b(*long. 
They are frailer than men, and need even more to be sah'guarded by 
the knowledge that tlieir conduct is open to public censure. They, 
too, must have their common table, and we should not listen to the 
complaints always raised against the moral reformer who claims 
the right to regulate “ private affairs " (ySod-ySid), The three 
keenest of human appetites are those of hunger, thirst, sex, and the 
rudiments of civilized existences arc only made possible by the 
proper regulation of all three {y^2d-ySsb). When man and woman 
have been married, they must think it their bounden duty to 
present the city with worthy offspring. There should be a board 
of ladies, appointed by the authorities, to supervise the b(diaviour 
of married couples in this respect and advise them. This com- 
mittee will have a general control over married people for ten years 
after marriage, and it will treat its duties from both a eugenic and 
a moral point of view. If a marriage remains childless, they will 
arrange for its dissolution on equitable terms after the ten years. 
They and the vo/xo<#)vAaK€9 will act as conciliators in conjugal 
disputes, and there will be penalties for parties who are intractable 
to their remonstrances. They will also see that violations of 
conjugal fidelity are chastised, where they are too grave to be winked 
at. It need not be said that a careful register of births and deaths 
must be kept ; without it we could not secure observance of the 
regulations about the proper age qualifications for marriage, public 
office, or military service. Men must marry between 30 and 35, 
girls between 16 and 20. ^ A man may not be appointed to an 
office under 30, nor a woman under 40. The period of liability for 
military service will be for a man from 20 to 60 (the Athenian rule) : 
if women are given any war work,*' it should be after they have 
borne their children and before they have reached 50 {y^3d~yS^b) 

^ Later on the minimum age of the girls at marriage is reckoned 

at 18 ; we must remember that the Laws has not received its final revision 
by the author. 
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The seventh book of the Laiefs contains Plato's most important 
and detailed scheme for a universal education. The principles are 
at bottem those already familiar to us from the Republic, but the 
treatment is much more detailed, and in some resi>ects the level 
of the demands has risen. Tliere must be systematic organization 
from the first, since if W(‘ h^ave anything to the caprice of the in- 
dividual householder, we shall not secure the community of spirit 
and charact(‘r wc need in the State. And we cannot take the 
matter in hand loo early. It is just when the child’s body and 
mind are most plastic that most enduring harm can be done by 
wrong treatm(*nt. We ought, therefore, to begin the task even 
before a child’s birth, An expectant motlu^r must take such 
('xercise as is recpiired in the interests of her unborn child (789^/). 
Wh(‘n tlu‘ child is born, we must sec; that, (‘Viui befon‘ it can walk, 
its nurse; gives it the exercise and air which is good for it, and parti- 
cularly, that it is not allowed to injure itsc'If by walking too early 
(789c). A baby should live, as nearly as j)ossibl(\ as though it were 
always at scxi ; it should b(‘ dandled and danced about and sung 
to (790C"C) to ke(‘]) it from being frightened. This is a first pre- 
paration for the development of a brave and steadfast character. 
And care must l)e taken to keep the baby in a placid mood ; it is a 
bad moral beginning for it to l)e allowc'd to become fretful or 
passionate; (79 793^^)- Wh(;n tlie child is 3 or older, wc can 
begin to correct it judiciously, and it will take to playing games. 
It is best to leave children to invent their own games, but from the 
age of 3 to 6 tlK‘y should be brought together daily in the various 
temples to play under the supervision of ladies appointed by the 
authoritu's, who will thus have the opportunity of seeing that the 
nurses really bring up their charges in the way the State expects 
of them (793C/-794C). At the age; of 6, lessons will begin in earnest, 
and with them the' segn'gation of the girls from the boys. The 
boys should be taught to ride and use bow, sling, and dart, and it 
would be well for tlu; girls to learn the same things, or at any rate, 
the use of th(\sc weapons {yq.\c-d). Care should be taken to train 
the childnm to be ambidc^xtrous. That this is possible we see from 
the iiidithua'nce with which the Scythians use either hand to hold 
thc‘ bow, and it is of great practical importance; to have; two “ right 
hands” Taking “gymnastic” and “music” as the 

nanK‘S for the training of body\and mind respc'ctively, we may 
divide the foriiKu* into two branches, dancing and wrestling. For 
educational pur]X)ses, “ trick ” wrestling is useless ; only the 
stand-up sort which is also good training for warfare is to be 
practised (790^-^) the dancing to be specially commended is 
similarly the dance m armour, which affords a good preliminary 
training against the years of military education {yg6b-d). 

“ Music ” requires a fuller treatment. We must remind our- 

* Platf) lias no use f<^r fancy wrestling and boxing, and would clearly have 
thought ju-jitsu unseemly. He condemns in so many words the art of 
Antaeus, who was fabled to vanquish an opponent by sinking to the ground. 
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selves once more of the great practical imj^ortance of the subject. 
It is important that there should be no needless innovations in the 
“ play " of a society, for innovations in play lead on to innovations 
in what is supposed to be earnc^st, and all departure from an i stab- 
lished “ regimen is attended with risk to the healtli of a soc iety, 
just as it is dangerous for an organism Music! 

as we have so often said, “imitates'' or “reproduces ’’ types of 
moods and characters, and, since we wish the national ideal of 
character to be kept constant, we shall need to keep the standards 
of this imitation constant too. The Egyptians set us an example 
in this ; each type of permitted musical form is consecrated by them 
to the cultus of a god, and innovation thus becomes sacrilege, and 
we ought to recpiire that the example shall be followed in our city, 
singular as it seems to a Greek. To see that it is observc'd should 
be one of the functions of our board of vop.o(j>v\aKt^ (y()qa-Si)oh). 
They will not allow the festivals of the gods to be jx)lluted by 
choruses declaiming blasj)hemies and wailing in a way only sc c inly 
for the performer of a dirge (8ooc-^). ( riiis is meant to exclude 

tragic “ choruses '' and tragedy itself along with them.) Our 
poets must feel that their work is prayer, and that the first rule for 
it is that of ci’c/jT^gta, reverent reticency; the second that they do 
not know themselves how to “ ask aright '' and must learn from the 
law what are the true blessings for which men sliould pray {Soia-c), 
The poets, then, must submit to a censure and circulate no com- 
position which has not the imprimatur of the vr)/xo</)ij\aK€s (8oi(^). 
It will be the business of the State to compile a suitable anthology 
of verse which meets our requirements ; the compilers, besides 
being men of sound taste, must have reached the mature age of 50. 
In this way we may hope to imbue our young people from the first 
with the right taste for high austere art {So2a-d). There should, 
of course, be a distinction between the songs learned by boys and 
by girls ; the tone of the former must b(^ lofty and manly, of the 
latter, sedate and pure (802^). 

We proceed with the details of the education to be reared on this 
basis of a sound taste which is at once aesthetic and moral. We 
have, so to say, laid the keel of the vessel and have now to design 
the ribs. We may feel, perhaps, that the voyage of lif(^ is not so 
serious an affair as it seems. Perhaps we are only playthings for 
God, but even if that is so, we must “ play the game '' well, not 
in the inverted fashion of mankind at large, who fancy that war is 
the business of life, peace only the play. The truth is that it is 
peace which is “ real “ and “ earnest, “ for it is only in peace that 
we can pursue education, the most serious affair of life (803^^-804^). 

To return to our siibject. We shall need schools for the teach- 
ing of the things we have sj^oken of, with proper buildings and 
grounds. And the teachers in these schools will have to receive 
salaries, and therefore must be foreigners. All the children must 
attend school (<^oiTav) daily ; this must not b(i left to parental 
caprice. This applies to girls as well as to boys ; they must even 
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learn to ride and shoot, or the State will be deprived of the ser- 
vices it has a right to expect at need from the one-half of its citizens 
(8045-805/;). 

It is impfirtant to note the magnitude of the proposal made 
Iktc. As Professor Burnet points out, what is being conceived 
for the first time is the “ secondary school,” a permanent establish- 
ment for the higher (‘ducation of boys and girls by specially com- 
petent teachers duly organized and paid. (The impossibility of 
maintaining such an institution without salaries is the reason why. 
in accord with HelKaiic sentiment, it is assumed that they must 
all be non-citizens.) riu‘ ” grammar .school ” meets us as an actual 
institution in th(^ Macedonian age ; it is presumable that it owes 
its exist(‘nc(‘ to the influence exerted in that age by members of 
the Acadiuny as the recognized experts in education and juris- 
jirudenct*. Ilie old practice of the Periclean age had been that 
” higluT (*ducation ” of all kinds was got from attending the lectures 
of sophists, (‘arh with his speciality. Plato’s new idea is the 
systematization of secondary education by co-ordinating the 
specialists in single institutions. 

We need not be afraid of the criticism that our views on the 
education of women are paradoxical. We sec that women can 
share the labours of mun by the example of Thrace and other 
districts where they do agricultural work, though at Athens they 
are expected to do nothing but sit indoors, mind the store-closet, 
and spin and weave. At .Sparta a middle cour.se is followed ; the 
girls learn to wrestle, and they do no house-work, but they are not 
(‘xpccted to be capable of doing anything for the national defence. 
With all courtesy to a Spartan hearer, we must confess that we cannot 
l)e satisfied with such a compromi.se ; the women should at least be 
able, in case of need, to scare away raiders from the city (806b). 

1 he scheme W(' have adopted for our community makes it 
certain that our citizens will not have to labour long hours for the 
means of existences ; they will have abundant leisure, and they 
must not waste it in fattening themselves like cattle, but u.se it in 
stdting themselves to live the most strenuous of all lives, that which 
aims at goodness of mind and body. They will havci to be up 
betimes, before all the servants, and to prevent waste of the precious 
hours in sleep, it will be enjoined that public as well as household 
business shall be transacted in the early morning. Sleeping long 
and late is as bad for the body as for the mind (8o6^-8o8c). It 
follows that the boys must he taken to school at daybreak, and both 
tlu' servants who conduct them there and the schoolmasters must 
pay the closest attention to their moral, for a boy, just because he 
has a spring of intelligence ” in him, which does not as yet run 
clear, is the most unruly of all animals. As to the subjects of 

> 'I'hcre is a dear allusion to the fact dwelt on by Aristotle {Pol. B izGgb 37) 
that the panicky behaviour of the Spartan women when Epaminondas was 
threatening an a~ssault on the city proved that the famous training in rough 
exercises had no eflect in making them braver than women anywhere else. 
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education at school, we have already spoken of the principles on 
which songs and poems should be selected, but it will be more 
difficult to select suitable prose. Of course enough arithmetic 
must be learned for the purposes of daily life, enough elementary 
astronomy to understand the Calendar (8oqc-d), and enough of 
music to know how to tune one s lyre. This will suffice until a 
boy is 16 years old. if we allow three years (from 10 to 13) for reading 
and writing and three more for tin' study of the lyre, taking care 
that the sharj) boys are not permitted to push on too fast nor the 
dull to lag behind (Sioa). I'lie one serious problem at this stage is 
the se lection of prose reading. We may ce rtainly le't the boys read 
sound works on morals and law (8itc-c), but there^ is a difficulty 
about otlie^r kinds of prose, and too wade reading would TU)t be good 
for boys The supervision of the whole systean will be in the 

hands of the Minister of IMucation, assisted by tlie‘ advice of e‘xperts 
che)se‘n by himself (813c). It must be* understood that there will be 
paid expert teachers of all the exercises we^ have* jaescribed for the 
training of the body ; there will be women as well as men among 
these teachers, and girls as well as boys will receive the training, so 
that they may be caj)able of de.*fending themselves in nece'ssity (814^7). 

There are still three “ branches of knowledge " (/za6>ry/xaTo) 
which any free man should possess — arithmetic, geometry, astron- 
omy (817^). Only a few young people an^ capable of high pro- 
ficiency in them, but all must study them “ so far as is truly neces- 
sary '' (818^). But how far is that ? At least as far as the 
Egyptians succeed in carrying large classes of young people. They 
have a method of t(.*aching them to deal with fractions and to find 
the divisors of numbers by means of games in which garlands and 
other objects have to be divided among a given number of persons, ^ 
or boxers to be paired. The study of this sort of problem can 
readily be made to lead up to the recognition that there are “ in- 
commensurable " lengths, areas, and volumes, a subject on which 
Greeks, even Greeks who dabble in mathematics, are disgracefully 
ignorant (820&), but we must not let our young people share such 
ignorance. Similarly our secondary education in astronomy must 
correct the really “ impious '' mistake of current Greek astronomy, 
which ascribes irregular movements to the heavenly bodies, and 
leads to calling the swiftest of them the slowest. We must make 
it clear that every so-called planet ** has a strictly regular motion 
and only one such motion (822«).® 

^ The point of this is that what prose literature there was in Plato's time 
consisted for the most part of the works of the Ionian men of science and of 
technical works on ineiliciiie and rhetoric. For reasons which will become 
appartnit when we speak of Plato's theology, he regards books on science as 
dangerous reading for the boys and girls. 

2 Two problems .seem to be contemplated, the discovery of the factors of 
composite numbe^rs and the handling of fractions. On the ICgyptian problems 
in question see Burnet, E.G.Ph.^ 18-19. 

^ ri]V aifTr]v yap aiWCiv oOov ^Kaarov nai ov ttoWAj ulav del KUKXtp du^^px^rai. 

This clearly means not only that the real motion of a planet is regular, but that it 
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It might seem in place here to add something about the value of 
hunting as a pursuit for the young. But we must lay it down 
once for all that we cannot be expected to deal with the whole of 
such problems in a law. The details must be hdt to the really 
competent Minister of Education to regulate by his personal judg- 
ment (822i^-823i/). For us it is enough to say that we mean only 
to encourage the sort of hunting which contributes to make good 
men. We do not wish our eitizcais to take to the sea, so we shall 
discourage sea-fishing ; for stronger reasons, we obj(iCt to raiding 
and capturing men, and to any kind of chase which depends on 
mere cunning. Hence we should discourage the mere netting and 
snaring of any kind of creature, retaining only “ the hunting of 
quadrupeds with horses and dogs and one’s own body," as a 
training in endurance and courage (824rt). 

The contents of Books Vfll. and IX. must be dealt with very 
summarily. Provision is mad(‘, as would be the case in any actual 
Gret^k " legislation," first of all for tlui cult us of the State;, ev(Ty 
month of the year and every day of the month being provided with 
its appropriate worship ; the object is simply to place the whole 
daily life of the whole community under the " religious sanction " 
(828). Since there will be " gymnastic " and musical " contests " 
as part of this regular worship, Plato then goes on to lay down 
regulations for the regular monthly exercises of the citizen militia, 
as well as for the " contests " which will mark special festivals. 
The latter are meant to correspond to the pan-Hellenic games of 
actual life, but the programme of " events " is revised. Competition 
is to be in exercises of strength and endurance which have a real 
military value, particularly in rapid evolutions in complete accoutre- 
ment, and the mimic warfare is to reproduce its model as closely as 
possible ; there must be a spice of real danger about it. The girls 
and women must share in all this, so far as their physique permits, 
but we cannot make detailed regulations on this point in advance 
(829-835^/). 

This raises an important ethical question. Is there not a real 
danger that the very free association of young people of both sexes 
in pursuits of this kind, and their abundant leisure from "work," 
may lead to a relaxed sexual morality ? Plato thinks not, if we 
can only e.stablish the right social tradition in such matters, which 
is that " horno-sexual " n'lations of all kinds must be reprobated 
as unnatural and that the normal sexual appetite is to find no 
gratification outside the bounds of lawful matrimony. This 
demand may strike most persons as Utopian, and as an attempt to 
suppress " love." ihit we must not be misled by equivocal terms, 
" Love of good-will " is one thing, love of carnal appetite quite 
another ; the .suppression of the second in no way militates against 

is not comiK)site. The object is thu.s to deny all theories, like that of Eudoxus, 
which ascribe to a planet a double motion in opposite senses. 1 still think 
that this must be meant, in spite of the dissent of Professor Storey and Pro- 
lessor Cornford. 
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the cultivation of the first.i That the standard of continence 
proposed can be attained is proved by the lifelong abstini'nce of 
well-known athletes, and surely our citizens can do to obtain a 
spiritual crown what boxers will do for an Olympic garland.- I'hat 
carnal appetite can be effectually restrained by moral and religious 
sanctions we see from the complete suppression of incestiu)iis desire 
in the lives of civilized societies, which is effected simply by the 
tradition that incest is shameful. So our standard will be found 
practicable when once it has been consecrated by the sanctions of a 
social tradition (835^i^“842a). If we should find it beyond our power 
to secure absolute conformity to this rule, we shall k^ast d(‘mand 
that " unnatural passion shall be wholly supprc'ssed and that 
more normal irregularities shall be visited by disgrace if detected. 

1 he speaker now turns to a consideration of regulations necessary 
for the pursuit of agriculture, the economic foundation of his 
contemplate d society. Und(\' this caption we have proposals for 
dealing with such matters as encroachments on boundaries, diversion 
of watercourses, ownership of stray animals, regulation of the 
market,® and the like. In matters like the^se, there are many 
already existing good rules which we shall do well to follow (843^), 
a significant hint that many of the regulations proposed are simply 
based on the actual code of Attica. The student of Plato's political 
philosophy need not delay over such details, though they have a 
double interest for the historian of law and custom. They throw 
a great deal of light on questions of Attic law, and they provide the 
starting-point for the casuistry by which Roman lawyers and, in 
modern times, publicists like Grotius and Pufendorf have laboured 
to arrive at the principles of a satisfactory law of property. It is 
not surprising that Plato’s actual examples recur, for example, in 
the InstUuies of Justinian and the de Jure Belli et Pads, The 
discussion of the regulation of the markc^t leads naturally to 
consideration of the conditions on which aliens may be allowed 
to enter the society and practise industry (85o&-<^). Tlu^y are 
to be subjected to no poll-tax, but they must have an industry 
by which to support them.selves, must conform to the rules of the 

^ Loc. cit. 8^7b-(L 'this is a criticism of the current theory of many Greek 
societies — not of Athens — according to which “ unnatural " attachments are 
of great value for military purposes because of the mutual devotion they 
inspire, the theory presupposed by the institution, e.g., of the'I'heban lepb^Xdxo^. 
The Phaedrus had already denied the fact of the “ devotion ” ; tlie Laws 
exposes the verbal equivocation by which the practice is defended. (b"or such 
a defence, cf. the speech of Phaedrus in the Symposium, 1785.) 

* Loc. cit. 839^-840^. 'ihe reasoning is familiar to us from the Pauline 
parallel, i Cor. ix. 23-27. The standard here set up is no novelty of Plato's 
last years ; the demands made on the guardians of the Republic would be even 
more rigorous. 

* The important points in connexion with the market are that (i) all 
transactions must be on the basis of immediate payment, (2) there is to be no 
“ higgling" about prices. The seller must have a fixed price and must take 
neither more nor less. Like Ruskin. Plato is not so anxious to prevent a seller 
from asking too much as to keep him from palming off bad wares at a 
pretended " sacrifice " {loc. cit. 849a-85oa). 



488 PLATO : THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

State, and should normally be expected to depart again after 
twenty years’ residence (i.e. they are not to acquire a “ right of 
settlement ”). 

We come now to criminal jurisprudence, with an apology for the 
necessity of admitting that there will be any crime to be legislated 
against in a rightly constituted society. The crimes first con- 
sidered are, in the order of their gravity, sacrilege, treason, par- 
ricide. These are “ capital ” crimes, and it is best for a citizen who 
commits them that he should be allowt‘d to live no longc^r, but W(* 
must lay it down once for all that the capital sentence must not 
include the penalizing of his innocent family by the confiscation of 
property, and that they are not to be rt'garded as tainted in their 
honour t)y his offence. Similar crimes in an alien or a slave will b(' 
more mildly visited by whipping and expulsion from th(^ country. 
In general, Plato allows himself a freer use of corporeal chastise- 
ments than modern legislators, since he does not accept the 
humanitarian ” estimate of physical pain nor the view that its 
infliction is peculiarly degrading. These capital crimes are to be 
tried before a court composed of the and a number of 

the magistrates of the preceding year,^ and the proceedings must 
be spread over thrc(‘ days. 

We must insist, however, that in our vState criminal jurisprudence 
takes a scit'ntific account of the psychology of the offender {S^yc-d). 
Current opinion on this matter, as shown by the practice of existing 
societies, is in a state of confusion. Justice is held to be a “ fine *’ 
thing (K*a\oiJ, but the just chastisement inflicted on a criminal is 
regarded as a disgrace to him (S^gd~S6ob). Yet to be consistent, 
wc ought to hold that if it is “ fine to do what is just, it is also 
“ fine ” to get what is just done to you.^ The secret of the current 
confusion is that actual jurisprudence assumes that men are bad 
and do wrong ‘‘ voluntarily,” hence the one great distinction re- 
cognized by actual law is the distinction between voluntary and 
involuntary transgression. But we must adhere to the philosophi- 
cal principie so familiar to us from earlier dialogues that “ all wrong- 
doing is involuntary ” (86o^/), and therefore we cannot make the 
distinction between voluntary and involuntary the basis of our 
penal code (861 d). The distinction w^e really need is a different 
one, that of pxdjd-n, causing of hurt or loss, from dSiKia, the 
violation of a right. In inflicting penalties, the proper question is 
not whether the act committed was voluntary or not, but whether 
the person on whom it was inflicted received mere loss or hurt, or 
was further injured in his rights. The proper thing to say about 
a man who has caused an unintended loss or hurt to another is not, 

I 835c If. The coiibtitiition of the court is thus suggested by that of the 
Attic Areopagus. Plato is careful to avoid the miscarriage of justice attending 
on the Athenian practice of allowing a capital case to come before an irrespon- 
sible body of ordinary citizens chosen by lot, from whom there was no appeal. 

* Ihe thought is the old one of the Gorgias. It is good for the offender’s 
soul to receive the penalty, and since the suffering is good for him it cannot be 
Ihe disgrace ' lies not in the punishment but in the crime. 
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as current jurisprudence says, that he has done an ” involuntary 
wrong,” but that he has not committed a wrong at all, but 
only caused a loss or hurt (861^-8620). It is this distinction 
between causing loss and infringing a right which we really need 
to make fundamental in assessing penalties. Thus the important 
distinction between the causing of detriment and the infraction 
of a right, with the consequent distinction between an action 
for damages and a criminal prosecution, is introduced into legal 
theory for the first time in l.aws ix. The courts can make mere 
damage good by the award of compensation for it, but contraven- 
tion of a right must further be met by the imposition of a penalty 
intended to make the offender's soul b(',tter (862c-^). If we doubt 
whether wrongdoing is really involuntary, we need only remember 
what its causes are — temper, (^v/xos), lust for pleasure, ignorance 

Plato now applies these principles to the construction of a 
penal code. We have to distinguish violation of rights from the 
mere causation of damage, and in the case of the former, we must 
distinguish between violence and craft. Regulations are then laid 
down for the cases of homicide, suicide, maiming, wounding with 
intent to kill, minor assaults, the object being to give a specimen of 
a logically constructed criminal code. The penalties will depend 
not only on the main distinction already laid down, but on the 
status of the parties, whether citizems, aliens, or slaves. The 
details must be passed over here. What inevitably impresses a 
modern reader most unfavourably is the special severity with which 
injuries committed by a slave on fre(‘ persons are treated. This is, 
however, a direct consequence of tlu^ recognition of the servile 
status, which gives these crimes something of the character of 
mutiny. 

Book X. introduces us to one of the most important develop- 
ments of Platonism, its theology. Plato a})pcars as at once the 
creator of natural theology and the first thinker to propose that 
false theological belief — as distinguished from insults to an estab- 
lished worship — should be treated as a crime against the State and 
repressed by the civil magistrate. He is convinced that there arc 
certain trutlis about God which can be strictly demonstrated, and 
that the denial of these leads directly to practical bad Jiving. 
Hence the denial of these tniths is a grave offence against the 
social order and must be punished as such, the principle upon which 
the Roman Church still maintains that it is the duty of the magis- 
trate to suppress heretical pravity. Historically we have here the 
foundation of natural or philosophical theology, The name we 
owe to the famous Roman antiquarian, M. Terentius Varro, who 
distinguished three kinds of theology, or discourses about gods,” — 
the poetical, consisting simply of the myths related by the poets ; 
the civil, which means knowledge of the Calendar of the State's 
cultus and is the creation of the ” legislator ” ; and the natural or 
philosophic, the doctrine about things divine taught by philosophers 
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as an integral part of their account of natura, reality. The 

first, according to a view as old as Herodotus, is the mere inven- 
tion of poets who aim only at interesting and amusing; the 
second has been manufactured by the authorities with a view to 
social utility; the third, and only the third, claims to be part 
of the truth about things.^ We must, of course, be careful to 
remember that the epithet “ natural,'* as originally applied to 
this kind of theology, conveys no contrast with a “ revealed 
or “ historical " theology ; it means neither more nor less than 
“ scientific." 

I'he three heresies Plato regards as morally pernicious are, in 
the order of their moral turpitude : {a) atheism, the belief that there 
are no gods at all, the least offensive of the three ; (6) Epicureanism, 
as we may call it by a convenient anachronism, the doctrine that 
God, or the gods, are indiffi'rent to human conduct ; (c) worst of 
all. th(^ doctrine that an impenitent offender can escape God’s 
jiidgnumt by gifts and offerings. It is morally less harmful to 
l)elieve that there is no God than to believe in a careless God, and 
it is better to believe in a careless God than in a venal one. Against 
th(^s(! thrcH; her(!sic‘s Plato holds that he can prove the existence of a 
God or gods, tlie reality of providential and moral government of 
th('. world and man, and the impossibility of bribing the divine 
justice. 

[a) Atheism . — Atheism is treated by Plato as identical with the 
doctrine that the world and its contents, souls included, arc the 
product of unintelligent motions of corporeal elements. Against 
this theory, he undertakes to demonstrate that all corporeal move- 
ments are, in the last resort, causally dependent on " motions of 
soul, wishes, plans, purposes, and that the world is therefore the 
work of a soul or souls, and further that tlu'se souls are good, and 
tliat there is one apla-Tij i//vxv, " perfectly good soul," at their head. 
Thus th(,‘ demonstration of the being of God serves also, in principle, 
as a proof of the indestructibility of the soul, a doctrine which 
has to be introduced in refuting the two graver heresies. He 
indicates that atheism as an opinion lias two chief sources — ^the 
corporealism of the early Ionian men of science, who account for 
the order of nature on purely " mechanical " principles without 
ascribing any tiling to conscious plan or design (SHga-d), and the 
sophistic theory of the purely conventional and relative character 
of moral distinctions (Si^gc-Sgoa). If these two doctrines arc 
coml)in(‘cl, atlu'ism is the result. It has to be shown, as against 
this atheism, that the motions of body are actually all caused by 
prior " moveimnits " of soul, so that rixyr}, conscious design, pur- 
pose, is the parent of not rv)( 7 j of rixyTj, as the proverb says 
(Sg2b). Or, more briefly, mind, not bodies, is " what is there to 
begin with " (892c). ^ 

* See for Varro s doctrine on this point Augustine, cie Civitate Dei, vi. 5. 

* Trepi TCL IT pivra = rijv tGip irpibruv yeviffiv — rb twv irpibrcav yivos 
= rd TfiicTOP. 1 hat y4u€(rt^ here is equivalent to y4vo^ is clear from the context, 
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The proof turns on 8.n ntitilysis of the notion of motion or 

process (8936-894^). Ten senses of the word are enumerated. The 
first five arc different forms of actual physical motion : (i) revolu- 
tion in a circular orbit, (2) rectilinear motion, (3) rolling, (4) aggre- 
gation, (5) disgregation. Then follow three “ idear’ motions: 
(6) the ‘‘ fluxion ” of a point which “ generates a line, (7) the 
fluxion of the line which generates a surface, (8) the fluxion of a 
surface which generates a solid. These distinctions are merely 
preliminary to that which is essential for thv. purposes of our proof. 
All motions belong to one of two classes : (9) communicated motion, 
“ the movement which can only move other things,” or (10) spon- 
taneous motion, the “movement which can move itself” (894/^). 
And it is argued that causally communicated motion always pre- 
supposes spontaneous motion as its source (894^- 895/;). Now when 
we see anything which exhibits spontaneous, or internally initiated, 
motion, we call it alive, efjuj/vxov ; we say that there is i^vxrj in the 
thing. \l/vxv, in fact, is the name which language gives to “ the 
motion which can move itself.” Thus, “ soul ” is tlui name, or 
definiendnm, of which the ” discourse ” (Xoyo«;), “ movement which 
can move itself,” is the defmilion. The name and the discourse 
are then;fore equivalent, and it follows that the movements of 
soul. “ tempers and wishes and calculations, true beliefs, interests 
(eVt/i-eXccai), and memories,” are actually the source and cause of 
all physical movement, since no physical movemcuit is spontaneous 
(896^^). This constitutes the proof that soul or mind is the cause 
of cosmic movement. So far the argument is an (elaboration of 
that which has been given more bikifly in the Phaedrus for the 
immortality of the soul. 

Next, there must be more than one soul which is the cause of 
cosmic movements [i.e. Plato's theology is theistic, not pantheistic). 
There must be at least two such souls and there 7 nay be more. For 
there is disorder and irregularity in nature as well as order and 
regularity, hence the “ best soul ” clearly cannot be tlie cmly source 
of motion in the universe ; since order has the upper hand, God, 
the ” best soul,” is clearly the supreme cause, but there must be 
other souls which are not wholly good (896(^-898^/). (It must be 
carefully noted that there is no trace in the language of the doctrine 
of a “ bad world-soul ” read into the Laws in ancient times by 
Plutarch and Atticus, and in modern time's by Zeller and ()thers. 
The point is not that tlu.'re arc two souls resj)onsibl('. for the universe, 
but that there arc at h'ast two ; the “ best soul ” is not the only 
soul there is, but we are at liberty to suppose as many inh'rior souls 
as the appearances seem to require.) 

If we are not to misunderstand Plato’s whole conception we 
must note the following points carefully, (i) Evil, no less than 

since the criticism made on the old physicists is that they regard such things 
as “ fire " and air," i.e. their primary bodies, as the yiveais irepl rk irptora. 
For this use of yiveais see Ast, Lexicon Platonicum, s.v., who, however, 
wrongly places the passage under a different heading. 
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good, is expressly said to be due to “soul,'" being identified with 
disorderly motion. Hence the doctrine of matter " as intrinsically 
evil, and the source of evil, which figures in the popular Platonism 
of later times, is wholly un-Platonic. (2) God (or the gods) is quite 
definitely declared to be a \l/vxv> means 

that the universe is a result of design. Plato thus definitely 

believes in a divine purposive activity — in other words, in what is 
really meant by the “ personality ” of God. “ Pantheism,” which 
repudiates the notion of conscious creative design, would be only 
another form of the very doctrine Plato identifies with atheism. 
(3) God is a soul, not a form. The movement which can move 
itself is the highest typ(‘ of agent known to Plato, and the funda- 
mental difference in th(^ology between Plato and Aristotle is just 
that Aristotle insists on getting behind it to a still more divine source 
of movement, an ” unmoved ” mover. We have to think of Plato’s 
God as contemplating the forms and reproducing them in the 
order of tlu; sc'iisible world. Plato’s last word on the old question 
of the Phaedo, ” what is the cause of the presence of a form to a 
sensible thing ? ” is that God is the cause. Being perfectly wise and 
good, God makes the sensible order after the pattern of the forms 
he contemplates. (4) The argument disregards the question, 
never felt by a Greek to be very important, whether there is only 
one God or many. But the very phrase ” best soul ” shows that 
there is on(‘ such soul which is supreme. This, no doubt, is the soul 
responsible for the one movement which, from the jioint of view of 
Plato’s astronomy, presents no irr(.‘gularity or anomaly at all, the 
movement of the ” outermost heavc^n.” This soul would be God 
in a special semse. How it is related to that which it moves Plato 
does not tell us, though lie suggests altcTnative views (899a). 
(5) What an^ the irregularities which, to his mind, prove that not 
all cosmic motions are du(' to a single divine soul ? We may 
reasonably conjecture that tlu'y are, in the first place, the various 
appan'nt anomalit's in the motions of the planets. These anomalies 
are not ultimate, but they at least require us to analyse the appear- 
ances into combinations of several movements, and this would 
suggest, as it does to Aristotle, the plurality of ” movers.” But I 
think something further is meant. The course of nature on the 
whole, by its rc'gular jX'riodicities, favours the development of 
iiitelh'ctual and moral civilization. Yet there are natural ” catas- 
trophes ” which are adverse to this development, inundations, 
successions of barren or pestilential seasons, volcanic eruptions, 
and the like, and these exceptions to the rule hav(' to be referred to 
the agency of souls of some kind ; clearly these souls must be thought 
of as at least partly irrational and evil. Whatever we may think 
of a Iheism of this kind, it seems to me plain that we can find no 
other doctrine in Plato without doing violence to his language, and 
we should take note that, though religious faith in God was, of 
course, no novelty, Iheism as a doctrine professing to be capable 
of scientific demonstration is introduced into philosophy for the» 
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first time in this section of the Laws. Plato is the creator of philo- 
sophical Theism.” 

The refutation of the two other heresies now becomes a simple 
matter. 

(/;) Epicureanism (Hgqd~go$d). — ^The belief that though there 
are gods they are indifferent to our conduct is suggested by 
the spectacle of successful lifelong iniquity, but it is really no 
more than a nightmare or bad dream (gooh). If the gods pay no 
attention to our conduct, the reason must be cuther that they are 
unable to regulate everything or that they regard man and man s 
doings as trifles, and neglect the control of th(\se small matters 
either because they think them insignificant or because tlu'.y are 
“ too fine ” to attend to them. We may dismiss the suggestion 
of lack of power at once ; it is easier in action to handle small 
affairs than to handle great, though it is the minute things which it 
is hardest to perceive accurately. As to the other suggestions, 
all competent practitioners of medicine, engineering, and the other 
arts, especially that of the statesman, know that no one ever 
succeeds in the main of any enterprise if he neglects what apjx'ar 
to be ** small details,” and we cannot suppose that the ” best ” 
soul is more ignorant than a human practitioner, (wen if it were 
certain, as it is not, that human conduct is a ” trifle ” from God s 
point of view. To suppose that God neglects us because He is too 
indolent or fastidious to attend to us, would amount to saying 
that the ” best soul ” is cowardly or ” work-shy,” and this is 
no better than blasphemy. Nor is it true that the ngulation 
of human destiny in accord with moral law would involve 
en Hess “interference” with the machinery of things. The 
result is secured from the first by a law of singular simplicity, 
the law that “ like finds its like,” souls, like liquids, “ find 
their level.” A man “ gravitates ” towards the society of his 
mental and moral likes, and thus, through the endless succes- 
sion of lives, he always “ does and has done to him ” what it 
is fitting that such a man should do or have done to him (904^). 
That is the “ justice of God ” from which no man can escape 
in life or death. 

We may dispose of (c) the doctrine that God can be bribed to 
wink at sin even more .summarily (905^-907^^). For our argu- 
ment has justified the old belief that we are the ” chattels ” or 
“ flock ” (KTT//xaTtt) of the gods. If they wink at the conduct 
of human “ beasts of prey,” they are behaving like shepherds 
or watch-dogs who allow the wolf to rend the flock on condi- 
tion of sharing in the plunder. A blasphemy like this is more 
fittingly met by honest indignation than by argument or gentle 
rernonstreince. 

We now come to the penalties for the publication of these various 
heresies. The overt maintenance of any of them ought to be brought 
at once to the notice of the magistrates, who are to bring the case 
before the proper court. If a magistrate neglects to act, he must 
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himself become liable to prosecution for “ impiety." In the case 
of each class of offenders we must distinguish between two degrees 
of guilt—that of the heretic who is otherwise morally blameless, 
and that of the worse offender who adds practical evil-living to his 
heresy. For the morally inoffensive heretic the penalty, on con- 
viction, will in every case include at least five years of imprison- 
ment in the " House of Correction," where he will see no one but 
members of the " nocturnal council," who arc to visit him from 
time to time and to reason with him on the error of his ways (cjoga). 
A second conviction is to be followed by death. ^ The worst 
offenders are those who add to the speculative belief that the 
gods are indifferent or venal the still graver crime of trading on 
the superstition of their neighbours for their own profit or 
aggrandisement, by founding immoral cults. They are to be 
imprisoned for life in " penal servitude " in the most desolate region 
of the country, visited by no citizen whatever, and cast out un- 
buried at death, in fact, treated as " dead in law " from the 
momiuit of conviction, lint their innocent families must not suffer 
f(^r their offence, and should be treated as wards of the State ^ 

Plato is so much in earnest with this horror of immoral super- 
stition that he ends by proposing to suppress all shrines and 
sacrifices except those belonging to the public worship of the city. 
No one may be permitted to liave a private " chapel " or " oratory " 
or to sacrifice except at the public altars and with the established 
ritual. His motive is not so much the economic one of preventing 
the loeking-u]) of wealth in the " dead hand," as the moral one of 
protecting society against the insidious lowering of the ethical and 
religious standard. 

The discourse now proc('eds to deal with legislation for the 
.security of private property and trade, particularly with the regula- 
tions necessary to prevent dLshonesty in buying and .selling, and in 
executing or paying for “ piece-work." Then follow regulations 
about wills, the guardianship of orphans, the conditions on which 
a son may be disinherited, and the enforcement of the claims of 
parents on their children. Penalties are enjoined for vendors of 
philtres and sorcerers, with the remark that the last-named offence 

^ W’c may suppose tliat tlie term of imprisoiiincnt would be longer for the 
two graver lieresies. I ho length of the term and the rule of seclusion are 
meant, of coiirsf', to give full o]>portunitv for a genuine conversion and to 
prevent the contamination of the rest of the community. Death is the 
penalty for a second conviction, because the offender is presumed to have 
shown himself “incurable.'’ and rleath is better for such a man. On the 
composition of the “ nocturnal council “ see below. 

“ 1 lie simple atheist a}>])im?ntly runs no risk of this severer penalty, since 
his heresy is not one on which an hypocritical “ priestcraft “ can be grafted. 
It may be remarked here that by demanding a grading of prisons into (i) a 
house of detention for persons aw^aiting trial. (2) a house of correction for the 
roclaiinable. (3) a house of punishment for the irreclaimable, Plato has antici- 
jiatod an important reform never fully carried out in our own administratloo 
until quite recent times. 
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might be ignored in a society of perfectly rational persons, but must 
b(i treated as serious in a community where the current belief in 
the sorcerer's powers makes him mischievous (933^?). We then 
have a paragraph dealing with larceny and robbery and another 
on the necessity of enforcing proper supervision of the insane and 
mentally deficient. Begging must be strictly supprt'ssed, but it 
will be the duty of the State to see that no one, not even a slave, 
who is unemployed through no fault of his own is allowed to starve’ 
(936ft). Rules are laid down about the admission of evidence' in 
courts (if law and the penalties of perjury. Litigiousne'ss, a common 
Athenian failing, should be checked by penalizing tlie vewatiems 
prosecutor ; if his motive was gain, the penalty should be death. 1 
'\ he abuses of the professiem of Xoyoypa^o? is to be met by making 
the (TuvSiKos in a vexatious suit liable to the same penalties as his 
principal (938^-0). 

These matters of private law must not detain us here, though 
Plato’s treatment of them has the double inten'st of being foundc'd 
largely on Attic practice, which he is trying to amend wIku'c it seems 
defective, and of having exercised a considerable indirect influence 
on the development of Roman law.- With Book XII. we return 
to the sphere of public law and the law of the constitution. Pecula- 
tion or embezzlement of the public funds, an offence rt'gularly 
charged on every Attic politician by his enemies, is unpardonable 
and in a citizen must always be visited with death, irrespective of 
the magnitude of his defalcation (942^). In military mattem every- 
thing depends on discipline and strict fidelity to orders ; this must 
therefore be enforced in all the exercises which have been enjoined 
as the standing military training. Cowardice in the face of the 
enemy is to be punished by loss of all citizen-rights as well as by a 
heavy fine . 

To ensure that the magistrates do their duty, Plato adopts 
the Attic practice of requiring every magistrate at the end of his 
term of office to submit to a ^vOwa or audit, and gives special care 
to the appointment of the board of corregidors (evOwoi) ehargt'd 
with the holding of the audit. The members of the board must 
be over 50 years old, and are to be chosen by the following 
method. There is a vote by universal suffrage, each citizen voting 
for only one candidate. This process is to be rejx'ated until the 
number of names not eliminated is reduced to three. Twelve such 
officials arc to be ajipointed in the first instance. As soon as 
the three oldest members of the board reach the age of 75 they 
retire, and in future there will be an annual election of three new 

‘ The severe penalty is due to the heinousness of the attempt to luake the 
court of justice itself accessory to the infliction of a wrong. I lie abuses 
Plato has in view are specifically Athenian, and would not be likely to bo 
common in the sort of society for which he is ostensibly legislating. 

* See Burnet, Greek Philosophy, Part p. 304. The Academy was the 
first permanent and organized school of law as well as of mathematics. The 
two studies are really connected by the importance for both of " clear and 
distinct ideas." 
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members (946c). ' Arrangements are made, however, for an appeal 
against the findings of the board, and any member whose action 
is quashed is to lose his post (q^Sa). This board of corregidors is 
the highest ordinary court of justice, and it is interesting to see 
that l^lato providesTor appeals from its verdicts. 

It would be inconsistent with the whole spirit of the legislation 
to permit citizens to withdraw themselves from the life of the State 
at their choice. Travel abroad must therefore always receive 
the sanction of the authorities, and this sanction will only be given 
in the case of persons over 40 (950^^). it is desirable that older 
men of sound character should visit other States with a view to 
learning how the customs of our own society may be improved by 
judicious imitation of those of others. The traveller should, on his 
return, make a report on his observations to the “nocturnal 
council,” a sort of extraordinary Committee of Public Safety, which 
is to be in perpetual session and is charged with a general super- 
vision ov(T the public welfare. We have heard of this body before 
in connexion with the proceedings against heresy, and are now told 
how it is constituted. Its members are the evOwoir the ten 
senior iu/uLo</)tj\aK€?, the minister and ex-ministers of Education, 
and ten co-opted younger men between the ages of 30 and 40. 
It g('ts its name from the regulation that its daily sessions are to be 
held b(‘lore daybreak. One of its chief functions is to foster sound 
scientific res(‘arch (952a). There will be a similar careful control 
of the t(‘mporary admission of foreign visitors to our own community. 
Special (aicourageinent will be given to responsible persons from 
abroad who.se object is to impart or acquire lessons in true states- 
manship. riiey will be honoured “ guests of the nation ” (953^^). 

It is not (‘iiough to have made a good constitution and code for 
our society ; there is need for constant vigilance to preserve our 
institutions from degeneration (g6od). This vigilance will be 
ex('rcised by the “ nocturnal council,” which may fairly be called 
the “ brain ” of our whole system (96ii). To discharge its functions 
it will need to have a thorough understanding of the end to which 
social life is directed, the development of “ goodness ” in all its 
four great forms. This nutans that its members will require very 
much more in the way of education than anything we have yet 
provid('d (965^). If they are really to understand what goodness is, 
tlu'V must be al)K’ to “ .se(' the one in the many ” (965c), to appreciate 
and realize the great truth of the unity of all virtues {ibid, d-e). In 
fact, they must have a genuine knowledge of God and the ways of 

‘ It is dear that the details of the plan would need more adjustment before 
it would work in practice. Perhaps it is tacitly assumed that most of the 
original twelve evOvvoL would be nearer 75 than 50, and that the three oldest 
retire in each subsequent year. 

* 1 he actual words are (951^) tQv tCov rd dpurreta €i\rj<l> 6 Tu>v ; that this 

means the fi’iffwoi is shown by comparison with 947a. In the recapitulation at 
g 6 i a-b tile composition of the council is apparently slightly different. The 
two passages would, no doubt, have been better adjusted on a final revision 
oi the text. 
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Ood , tli6y must not be content, cis tlic civc'r<n^o cilizcMi nitiy 

be, with a mere faith based on the tradition of the society (ib.). 
(In other words, they must thoroughly understand the naturai 
theology already laid down in Book X.). We have seen that 
scientific astronomy, with its doctrine of the n'gularity and ordiT 
of the celestial motions, is a chief foundation of the whole Platonic 
apologia for an ethical Theism. Hence a thorough knowl(‘dge of 
astronomy will be indispensable for the men who are tlu‘ intel- 
lect of the State. It is a common, but wholly niistakcai, opinion 
that such science makes men “ infidels." When astronomical 
knowl(‘dge is combined with insight into Hit' true nature of the soul 
as th(‘ one source of movement, it leads din'.ct to piety. Ih'nce 
no one will be qualitk‘d to serve on tlu* nocturnal council unless 
he is a train(‘d mathematician and astronomer and has also 
rightly grasped the princijde of the causal priority of soul in 
the scheme of things. Tliere remains the task of deti'rmining 
what other studies are inqilicitly demandc^d by our jirogramnu* 
(9660-969^) . 

It is sometimes said that in the Laws astronomy has taken the 
place formerly given to dialectic as the supreme science, and that 
this indicates a growing uncertainty in Plato’s own mind about the 
possibility of metaphysics. This is a complete misinterpretation 
of the concluding section of the Laws. The intellectual quality 
demanded in the members of the supreme council, that they should 
be able to see the " one in the many " is precisely the character 
always ascribed in the dialogues to tlu^ dialectician. And w(^ note 
that astronomical science is only one-lialf of the qualification laid 
down. It must be accompanied by a right understanding of the 
doctrine of the place of xj/vxn in the universe, the doctrine which, 
more than any other, lies at the root of Platonic metaphysics. 
Though the name " dialectic " is not used, the demand for the thing 
remains unabated.^ 

The Ep/noji/s. — ^^fhere is no real division between the Epinomis 
and the Laws, and the former is sometimes actually quoted by 
later writers as the " thirteenth " book of the Laws, though the 
Epinomis was already reckoned as a distinct work by Aristophanes 
of Byzantium . 2 There is no real ancient evidence against the 
authenticity of th(‘ dialogue. Diogenes Laertius (iii. i, 37) says 
that " some " a.scribed it to the Academic Philippus of Opus, but, 
as he has just told the story that Philippus " transcribed " the Laws 
" from the wax," he presumably only means that he was said to 
have done the same.* for the Epinomis. Proclus, who disliked the 
work, wished to reject it, but, as he merely offers two very bad 
arguments for his view, he presumably knew of no Academic tradition 

^ The name is avoided, presumably, as specially characteristic of Socrates, 
who is absent from the dialogue. The word is carefully avoided also in the 
Timaeus for the same reason. 

• He made the (spurious) Minos, the Laws, and the Epinomis one of his 
*' trilogies” (Diog. Laert. iii. i, 62). 
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in its favonr.i T can detect no linguistic difference whatever 
between the style of Epinomis and Laiefs, and the very fact that the 
Laws have manifestly not received even the trifling editorial revision 
which would have remov('d small verbal inaccuracies and contra- 
dictions makes it incn'dibli' to me that Plato’s immediate disci] )K‘s 
should have issued as liis the work of one of themselves. Hence 1 
am confident that the current suspicion of the dialogue is no n.orc 
than a prejudice really due to the now exploded early nin(‘teenili- 
century attacks on the genuineness of th(‘ Laws themselves.’*^ In 
any case, we have to recognize that the work was known to Aristotle, 
who has a curious allusion to it at Metaphysics 1073// qA I 
juslihed, therefore, in regarding the Epinomis as Plato’s, and hold- 
ing that it was intended as an integral part of the magnum opus of 
liis last years. 

The immediate purpose of the dialogue is to discuss the qiK'stion 
left unanswered in Laws xii., of the com])l(‘te scientific curricuhiin 
lU'cessary for the meinlxTs of the “ nocturnal council ” : What 
studies will lead to aopt'a (()73^) ? We must recognize that (roifna, 
in any case, is only attainable by a select few, and with difliciilty 
(973c ff.), and that most of the so-called eVto-rv/xai do not hedp us to it 
(974^^). 'I'hus we may exclude all the arts and sciences which simply 
contribute to material civilization or to amusement as 

well as those of war, medicine, navigation, and rhetoric, and still 
more unhesitatingly tlu' mere art of acquiring and retaining 
multifarious information, which many confuse with cropta { 97 $(- 
We ought to give the name aopCa only to studies which 
make a man a wise and good citizen, capable of cx('rcising or obeying 
righteous rule. Now there is a branch of science which, more than 
any others, has this tendency and may be said to be a gift of a god 
to man, being in fact the gift of Heaven (ovpavos) itself. This gift 
is the knowledge of number, which brings all other good things 

^ His arguments art; given in the Prolef>omena to the Philosophy oj Plato, 
apparenlly by Olyinpiodorus {Platonis Opera, C. F. Hermann, vi. 218). "J'hey 
iire (i) tliat Idato wuuld not liave gone on to write another dialogue, leaving 
the Iaiws unrevised, (2) that motion from W, to E. is called in the lipiuomis “ to 
the right ” [Epin. 987/4. whereas in the dialogues {Timaeus, 36c) it is called 
'* to the left.” But (i) assumes that the Epinomis is really meant to be 
” another dialogue,” and (2) overlooks the point that the Laws use the same 
language as the; Epinomis (760^/ 2). The really significant thing is that Proclus 
makes no appeal to testimony. 

2 See the good defence of the Epinomis in Raeder, Platons philosophische 
Entwickelnng, 413 If. Stenzel {Zahl und Gestalt, 103 n. 4) rightly declines to 
comniit himself to rejection. The ” demonstration ” of the spuriousness of 
the lipivomis by F. Miiller {Stilisiische U ntersuchung der Epinomis des Philippas 
von Opus, 1927) leaves me still unconvinced. ^ 

® It is said there that it is obvious roiv Kai /xerpicos rj/xjUL^vois, that the motions 
of the ]>lanets are coiniiosite, a fairly clear retort to Epin. 9876 9, where the 
theory that the ” diurnal revolution ” is a component of the planetary orbits 
is said to be ” what might seem true ” dvOpt^irois 6 \iya roerwi* tiSdcriv. Jaeger 
{Afislotrlfs, 146. 153 11.) has called attention to the connexion between the 
Epinomis and Aristotle s irtpl ffnXoaotfnas , but regards the for m er as an 
Academic rejoinder to the latter. 



499 


THE LAWS AND EPINOMIS 

along with itself ( 977 ^)*^ Without knowledge of number we should 
be unintelligent and unmoral ( 977 M- How divine a thing it is 
we see from the consideration that where there is number there is 
order; where there is no number, there is nothing but confusion 
formlessness, disorder (977^-97^^)- To be able to count is the 
prerogative which marks men off from the animals. We learn to 
count up to fifteen by simply studying the daily changi's in the face 
of the moon as she rounds to the full ; a much bigger problem is'std 
us when we go on to compare the period of the moon with that of the 
sun, as the agriculturist must. In our own recent discussion it was 
easy enough to see that a man ought to have goodness of soul, as 
well as of body, and that to have this he must be “ wise."' The 
difficult question was what kind of knowledge this alldmportant 
“ wisdom ” is. What we have just said suggests the answ(T 
(gySb-qygd). 

Perhaps W(^ may not discover a single wisdom " wliich covers 
the whole ground. In that case, we must try to ('numerate the 
various branches of wisdom and say what they arc (980^). We may 
p back to our thought that the best way a man can spend his life 
is to spend it in praising and honouring God. Let us then, to the 
praise of God, construct an improved “ theogony,’’ holding fast 
to the natural theology we have laid down, and particularly to the 
principle of the causal priority of soul over body (qSoh-qSjb). An 
“ animal,” we know, is a soul conjoined with a body. There are 
five regular solids, and we may recognize five corrc'sponding forms 
of l^ody — earth, water, air, fire, and aether - — and five corresponding 
kinds of animal, each with its special habitat, 'fhe body of each 
kind of animal is a compound in which the ” element ” that forms 
its habitat is predominant. Hence the two most conspicuously 
visible classes of living beings are those which livci on the earth, 
of whom man specially interests us, and those which have bodies 
made chiefly of fire and are gods, the stars and planets. Their 
bodies are more beautiful than ours, and more lasting, being either 
deathless or of age-long vitality. A comparison of the restless and 
disorderly movements of man with the majestically orderly move- 
ments of the heavenly bodies is enough to show that their souls 
equally surpass man’s in intelligence. If tlu^y, unlike us, never 
deviate from one path, it is because their motion (exhibits the 
necessity imposed by rational pursuit of the best (982^). Their 
real bulk, as science can demonstrate, is enormous, and there is 

^ Number is the gift of " Uranus,"’ because, as Plato holds, the science of 
it has been developed in the interest of learning to number and compute 
days, months, and years. Cf. Timaeus, 38c, 39/;. 

* 'I'he corpuscular theory of the Timaeus is here implied, with the addition 
that, to get something to correspond with the dodecahedron, the alO'^p, the 
clear blue of the upper air. is recognized as a fifth “ body.” Hi is TrenwTbv (rCbfia 
^whence the name quinta essentia) is identical with Aristotle’s irpCorov aCjpia, or 
” celestial matter.” But, unlike Aristotle. Plato does not regard it as the 
** matter” of the heavenly bodies ; they are made mainly of fire, as Timaeus 
had taught. 
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only one answer to the question how such masses can be made to 
revolve endlessly in the same orbits ; it is that the masses are alive, 
and that it is God who has conjoined their ij/vx^L with these vast 
bodies (qS^b-e). Either they are themselves gods, or they are 
images of gods wrought by the gods tliemselves (984a), and therefore 
more to be Ii(‘ld in honour than any images of man's making. \\’v 
may suppose that the intervening n^gions of aether, air, water, are 
also inhabited by appropriate denizens. A man may give what 
account he pleases of Zeus and Ihna and the rest of the traditional 
panth(‘()n, but we must insist on the superior dignity of the visible 
gods, tlu; heavenly bodies. Air and aether will have denizens with 
transparent bodies and thendore invisible to us ; we may suppose* 
that they are a hierarchy of “ spirits ” (8at/xoi'c?), who act as unseen 
interm(*dia.ri('s b(*tw(‘(‘n gods and men, favouring the good and 
warring against the bad (984^^-985^?). 'I'here may be similar 
semi-divine d(*nizens of the water of whom men get occasional 
glini})S(‘s. riie current worships have been largely prompted by 
n*al or imagined appearances of such beings, and a wise law-giver 
will not wantonly interfere with them. Men cannot have real 
knowledge about such things But the neglect of Greeks 

to ])ay proper honour to the heavenly bodies, the gods whom we 
all do see, is quite inexcusable. They should be honoured not 
men^ly by feasts of the Calendar, but by setting ourselves to get a 
scientific knowledge of their motions and periods (985^).^ 

I'his iiK'.ans that we must master the science of the revolutions 
of the stars and planets. At present we have not so much as names 
for the planets, though they are called the stars of several gods, a 
nomenclature which has come to us from Syria (qSGe-gSyd).^ It is 
the general rule that whatever Greeks borrow from barbarians 
they improve upon (987c). Every man who is a Greek should 
therefore recognize the duty of prosecuting astronomy in a scientific 
spirit, and cast off the superstitious fear of prying into divine matters, 
(iod knows our ignorance and desires to teach us (987^^-988e) . 

The study we need to lead us to true piety, tlie greatest of the 
virtues, is thus astronomy, knowledge of the true orbits and periods 
of the heavenly bodies, pursued in the spirit of pure science, not in 
that of Hesiod's farmer's calendar (990^). But since such a study 
is concerned with the difficult task of the computation of the relative 
periods of sun, moon, and planets (and thus has to reckon with 

• riie irony of the whole passage about the supposed denizens of aether, air, 
and water and the pojnilar cults of such beings must not be overlooked. We 
have been told (<^8tjr) that the whole account is a '* theogony," though, as is 
added at ySHr, a less objectionable one than those of the old poets, and that 
knovvl(‘tlg(" on such matters is impo.ssible. All that is really serious is the 
insistcrice on the necessity of giving the first place in the popular cult to the 
heavenly bodies and recognizing the study of astronomy as the right way to 
worship them. The rest i.s a conce.ssion to the maxim that harmless popular 
rites are not to be dLsturbed. Timaeus had taken the same line (supra, p. 452). 

*The names “star of Aphrodite." “of Ares." “of Zeus," “of Cronus," 
from which our designations are derived, appear for the first time in literature 
in this passage. “ Star of Hermes " is first found in Timaeus, s8cl. 
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highly complicated arithmetical problems), it must have as its 
foundation a thoroughly scientific theory of number. This includes 
not only a scientific doctrine of whole numbers (“ the odd and 
even,” 990c), but two other studies, commonly called by the mis- 
leading names geometry and stereometry. Geometry is really 
arithmetic, a study of numbers “ which are in themsedves dissimilar, 
but are assimilated by reference to surfaces, and stereometry is 
similarly the study of another class of numbers which become 
similar when niised to the third power. Also we need to study for 
its physical importance the theory of progressions. The geo- 
metrical series i, 2, 4, 8 reveals to us the principle on which the 
magnitude of length, area, and volume are interconnect c'd ; in 
the arithmetical progression 6, 9, 12 and the harmonic progression 
6, 8, 12 w(' have the secret of music, since the two mi'aiis q and 8 
correspond to the two great intervals within tlie octav(‘, the fifth 
and the fourth. Thus we might say that consideration of the ratio 
2 : I, its powers, and the means between its terms, discloses the 
supreme secret of nature {g^)a~c)()Tb) . And besides wt‘ must add 
to this study of a scientific arithmetic which has been extended to 
cover geometry plane and solid, as the completion of th(^ whole 
curriculum, insight into the absolute unity of principle which runs 
through the whole of exact science and makes it one (991 
(Thus once more dialectic, the synoptic apprehension of the prin- 
ciples which pervade all science and the whole of the scihile, reappears 
as the foundation of statesmanship.) 

Without this scientific knowledge, a city will never be governed 
with true statesmanship, and human life will never be truly happy. 
The wisest man is the man who has attained all this knowledge ; we 
may feel confident that when death translates him from the sensible 
region, he will finally achieve the complete unification of the self, 
and his lot, wherever it may be cast, will be truly blessed. As we 
said before, the attainment is only possible for the few, but we 
must insist that our supreme governors at least shall devote them- 
selves to it {(^C)2a-d). Thus the Epinomis ends by the unqualified 
reassertion of the old demand that statesmanship and science shall 
be combined in the same persons. 

^ The text of 990c 5-9916 4, the most important mathematical passage 
in the Platonic corpus, is unfortunately uncertain, in part probably corrupted, 
in part also possibly never reduced to grammatical form by the writer, but 
the sense is clear. The point of chief significance is the revolutionary demand 
that quadratic and cubic '* surds ** shall be recognized as numbers in opposition 
to the traditional view that there are *' irrational ” magnitudes (lengths, 
areas, volumes), but no “ irrational ’* numbers. The meaning of the rest is 
that the succession of the “ powers " 2^, 2* 2®, is the most elementary example 
of the principle that similar areas have the duplicate and similar volumes 
the triplicate ratios of the corresponding “sides," and that the ratios corre- 
sponding to the fourth and fifth in the scale respectively, the iirlrpirot and 
rifii6\tos \6yos, are also the harmonic and arithmetic means between i and 2. 
(Plato selects 6 and 12 as surrogates for i and 2 in this illustration because 
he wishes the two “ means " to be whole numbers.) Stenzel comes near 
explaining the passage correctly {Zahl u. Gestalt, 98 ff.). 

17 
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CHAPTER XIX 


PLATO IN THE ACADEMY— FORMS AND NUMBERS 

T O us Plato is first and foremost a great writer, but from his 
own point of view, books and the study of tlK'ni are a 
secondary interest with the “ philosopher ” ; what counts 
as supreme is a life spent in the organized prosecution of discovery 
(to oro^fyv). There can be no doubt that Plato tliought liis work as 
the organizer of the Academy much more important than the writing 
of dialogues. Since Aristotle commonly refers to the leaching given 
in the Academy as Plato’s “ unwritten doctrine ” (ayija<f>a Soyiiara), 
we may be reasonably sure that Plato did not even prepare a MS. 
of his discourses. This explains why there were several different 
versions in the next generation of the famous lecture on “ the 
Good,” which seems to have contained Plato’s most explicit account 
of his own philosophy. We are told that several of the hearers, 
including Aristotle, Xcnocrates, and Heraclides of Pontus, all 
published their notes of it, and the obvious implication is that there 
was no ” author’s MS.” to publish. Consequently we have to 
discover Plato’s ultimate metaphysical positions indirectly from 
references to them in Aristotle, supplemented by occasional brief 
excerpts, preserved by later Aristotelian commentators, from the 
statements of Academic contemporaries of Aristotle, like Xeno- 
crates and Hermodorus. This creates a serious difficulty. When 
it is a mere question of what Plato said, the testimony of Aristotle 
is surely unimpeachable; but when we go on to ask what Plato 
meant, the case is different. Aristotle's references are all polemical, 
and Aristotle is a controversialist who is not unduly anxious to 
be ‘'sympathetic.” Unfortunately, too, mathematics, the science 
specially important for its influence on Plato’s thought, is the one 
science where Aristotle shows himself least at home. Thus there is 
always the possibility that his criticisms may rest on misunder- 
standing. And the misunderstandings may not even originate 
with him. The criticism of Plato all through the Metaphysics 
seems to be subsidiary to Aristotle's standing polemic against 
Xenocrates, the contemporary head of the Academy. Hence it is 
possible that much of the criticism of Metaphysics M-N, the most 
sustained anti-Academic polemic in Aristotle, may be directed 
rather against Academic misinterpretation of Plato than against 
Plato himself. 

In a necessarily brief statement our safest couise is to deal 
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only with views expressly attributed by Aristotle to Plato, and 
with them only so far as their meaning seems to be beyond reason- 
able doubt. This is, at any rate, all I can attempt in the space at 
my disposal. But we must carefully avoid the nineteenth-century 
mistake of treating the statements described by Aristotle under 
the name of the “ doctrine (TTpay/xarcia) of Plato as a sort of 
senile dotage. Aristotle definitely identifies Platonism with these 
doctrines and never even hints tliat he knew of any other Platonism, 
though he does occasionally remark that the dialogues differ from 
the “ unwritten discourses. It seems to follow that the theories 
called Plato’s by Aristotle must have betai formulated as early as 
367 li.c., the year of Aristotle’s entry into the Academy, and, quite 
possibly, even earlicT. 

When we turn to these Aristotelian statements we find that, 
for the most part, they amount to a version of the thc‘ory of forms 
with a very individual character, and of a much mon^ developed 
type than anything the dialogues have ascribed to Socrates. There 
are also one or two other notices of specific peculiarities of Plato’s 
doctrines, all concerned with points of mathematics, and it is with 
som(i of tliese I propose to begin, as they may help us to understand 
the point of view from whicli the doctrine of forms as known to 
Aristotle was formulated. 

We must remember that though mathematics was by no means 
the only science cultivated in the Academy, it was that which 
appealed most to Plato himself, and that in which the Academy 
exercised the most thoroughgoing influence on later developments. 
All the chief writers of geometrical textbooks known to us between 
the foundation of the Academy and the rise of the scientific schools 
of Alexandria belong to the Academy. In Plato’s own lifetime, 
Theaetetus had completed the edifice of elementary solid geometry, 
by discovering the inscription of the octahedron and icosahedron in 
the sphere. He and Eudoxus and others had laid the foundations 
of the doctrine of quadratic surds as worked out in the tenth book 
of Euclid’s Elements ; Eudoxus had invented the method of approxi- 
mating to the lengths and areas of curves by exhaustion (the ancient 
equivalent of the Integral Calculus), and had recast the whole 
doctrine of ratio and proportion in the form in which we now have 
it in Euclid's fifth book, for the purpose of making it applicable 
to incommensurables.” We naturally expect to find traces in 
Plato’s doctrine of this special preoccupation with the philosophy 
of mathematics which is characteristic of the work of the school.^ 

To understand the motives which were prompting the Academy 
to a reconstruction of the philosophy of mathematics, we must go 

* For an account of the Academic work in mathematics 1 may refer the 
reader to any of the standard works on the history of mathematics, e.g. Zeuthen, 
Histoire des mathiniatiques dans V antiquity et le moyendge (Fr. tr., Faris, 1902), 
or. for a still briefer account, Heiberg. Mathematics in Classical Antiquity 
(Eng. tr., Oxford, 1922). The ancient notices are chiefly preserved in the 
second prologue to Proclus’ Commentary on Euclid i, and in the scholia to 
Euclid. 
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back to the age of Zeno. In the Pythagorean mathematics of the 
fifth century there were two serious logical flaws. One was that 
in treating geometry as an application of arithmetic, the Pytha- 
goreans had made the point correspond to the number i, as is 
indicated in the traditional definition of the point, often mentioned 
by Aristotle, that it is fjLova<; e^ovaa Oea-tv, “ a I with position." 
The identification implies the view that a point is a minimum 
volume, and was ruined by Zeno’s acute argumentation from the 
possibility of unemding bisection of the straight line and the im- 
possibility of making a line longer or a volume bigger by adding a 
point to it. There are just two ways of meeting the difficulty : 
one is to evade it, by severing geometry from its dependence on 
arithmetic, as Euclid does ; th(^ other is that actually hinted at by 
Zeno’s own language and definittdy adopted by modern philo- 
sophical mathematicians, of making the point correspond to o 
and regarding o, not i, as the first of the integers.^ It was towards 
this view that Plato was feeling his way, as we shall s('e immediately. 
The other great trouble was the discovery that there are " incom- 
mensurablcs ” or " surds,’’ e.g. that the ratio of the length of the 
side of a square to its diagonal is not that of " integer to integer.’’ 
Here, again, two ways of meeting a difficulty fatal to the old pliilo- 
sophy of mathematics as it stood are possible. One is again to 
surrender the parallelism between geometry and arithmetic by 
admitting the existence of surd geometrical magnitudes, but deny- 
ing that there are “ surd ’’ numbers. This is the position taken by 
Aristotle in express words and tacitly by later mathematicians like 
Euclid, who always represents an incommensurable ’’ by a line 
or an area. The other is that of modern ratioiudistic matluiinatics, 
to revise the conception of miiuber itself, so that it becomes 
possible to define ** irrational " numbers ol various kinds and to 
formulate laws for their addition and multiplication in terms of the 
already known arithmetic of integers. The problem has only been 
satisfactorily solved in the work of the last half-century, but, as we 
saw in dealing with the Epinomis, this was the line which already 
commended itself to Plato. Geometry and " stereometry ’’ are, 
according to him, really the arithmetic of the quadratic and cubic 
surds,*' as plane geometry has been said in our own time to 
be simply the " algebra of complex numbers.’’ In this way the 
parallelism of geometry with arithmetic is preserved by a revised 
and enlarged conception of arithmetic itself.^ 

With these considerations in mind, we can readily under.^^tand 
certain statements which Aristotle makes about mathematical 
views of Plato. There are three such statements which we may 
at once elucidate, {a) Plato stated that the “ point ’’ was a 

* Cf. the definition of the integer-series in Frege's Grundgesetse der Ariih- 
metik which is, put into words, “ the integers are the successors of o." 

* For a real comprehension of Plato's thought it is indispensable to have a 
grasp of the modem logic of arithmetic. I would recommend as sufficient 
(but also necessary) such an exposition as that given in chap. i. (Real Variables) 
of Professor G. H. Hardy’s Pure Mathematics, 
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'"fiction of the geometers/* and spoke, instead, of the “starting- 
point of the line ** [Met, A 992a 20). This means, of course, that 
Plato rejected the conception of a point as a minimum of volume, 
or “ unit." It has no magnitude of its own but is “ the beginning *’ 
of the straight line which has such a magnitude (its length). In 
other words, what corresponds in arithmetic to the point is not 
I but o, if only Greek arithmeticians had possessed a word or 
symbol for o. The underlying thought is that which reappears 
in later Greek Platonists when they speak of a line as the “ fluxion *’ 
(/juo-t?) of a point, in the very terminology Newton was later to 
introduce into English. We are on the track of the ideas and 
terminology of the inventors of what we call the Differential 
Calculus. It is true, of course, that this notion of an “ infinitesimal " 
which is not quite nothing nor quite something, but a nothing in 
tlu^ act of turning into something, involves a logical paradox and 
that it has only been finally disposed of by the purification of 
mathematical logic, which has eliminated “ infinitesimals ** from 
the so-called Infinitesimal Calculus. But the Calculus had to be 
there first before its purification from bad logic could be possible, 
and it is hard to sec how it could ever have been originated without 
this defective but useful conception, ip) [Met, ibid. 22) Plato ‘ ' often 
us(‘(l to assume his indivisible lines *' [noXldxi^; ctiOel rd; drofiovg 
ypafjifids) . Aristotle, who apparently distinguishes this point from 
the one he has just mentioned, does not explain its meaning. In 
the textually badly corrupt Peripatetic tract de Lineis insecahilihus, 
which appears to be a polemic of an Aristotelian of the first genera- 
tion against Xenocrates, the “ indivisible line ** is regarded as a 
minimum length, and it is urged that there are insuperable geo- 
metrical difficulties about such a conception, as, in fact, there are. 
What Plato may have meant by the expression we can only con- 
jecture. As a conjecture I offer the suggestion that his intention 
is precisely to deny the conception attributed to some Academic, 
apparently Xenocrates, by the Peripatetic tract. A line, however 
short, is “ indivisible ** in the sense that you cannot divide it into 
elements which are not themselves lines — ^in other words, it is a 
" continuum." The point makes a straight or curved line not by 
addition or summation, but by “ flowing ** ; a straight or other 
line is not made of points in the way in which a wall is made of 
bricks laid end to end.^ (c) Plato said that “ there is a first 2 
and a first 3, and the numbers are not addible to one another ** 
[Met. M 1083a 32, the one statement about numbers which is 
definitely attributed to Plato by name in the last two books of the 
Metaphysics), A similar point is made about the Academy gener- 
ally in the Ethics [E.N. 1096a 17 ff.), where we are told that they 
held that there is no form [ISia) of number, because “ in numbers 

* Cf. the observations of Stenzel, Zahl u. Gestalt, 89 ff. The technical 
expressions the source of Newton’s language about ** fluents ” 

and their “ fluxions," come from the accounts of the doctrine in the Aristo- 
telian commentators and were presumably coined by the Academy. 
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there is a before and an after,** ix. because numbers form a scries. 
The meaning of these statements seems not to have been clear to 
Aristotle, but is manifest to anyone who has learned to think of 
number en mathematicien. The sense is that the scri(‘s of numbers is 
not made by adding “ units ** together. E.g. we say that 34-1=4, 
but we do not mean that 3 is three “ units *’ or that 4 is 3 and i ; 
4 is not four I’s, or a 3 and a i, it is one 4. What we really add 
together is not numbers but aggregates or collections. Thus it is 
true that if you have a group of n things and another group of m 
things, and form the two into one group, the new group contains 
m+n things, but it is not true that the number m+n contains a 
number m and a number n. The importance of this view is that it 
leads to revision of the whole conception of number. The fifth- 
century theory, still represented by Euclid’s definition of aptOyLos 
{Elements vii. def. 2) is that a number *’ is a 

“ collection of I’s.” On the new view, the only really sound one, 
no number is a '' collection ” ; the statement that 3 =2 |- 1, which 
is the definition of 3, does not mean that 3 is *' a 2 and a i,” but that 
3 is the term of the integer-series which comes “ next after ”2. 

This explains why there is no form of number. The reason is 
that each “ number ” is itself a form, as was really implied in the 
Phaedo itself when Socrates spoke of “ the number 2 ” and “ the 
number 3 " as instances of what he meant by a form. Hence the 
ordered series of integers is not a form, it is a series of forms. 
The point may be grasped if we remember that in our own philo- 
sophy of mathematics we do not find it possible to define “ number 
or even “ integer ” ; all that we can do is to define the series bf 
integers or the series, e.g., of real *’ numbers, and to define indi- 
vidual numbers. I can define the integer series ” as a scries of 
a certain type with a certain first term, and I can define the 
integer ** n-fi by saying that it is the number of that series which 
is next after «, but I cannot really define integer.*’ Aristotle 
is never tired of arguing against Plato that there is no number 
except what Aristotle calls “ mathematical ” number, or alter- 
natively “ number made of I’s *’ {/xomStKo? apiOfios ) ; but the 
simple truth is that no “ number '* is ** made of I’s,** and that it is 
precisely what Aristotle calls ** mathematical ” number which has 
no existence except in his imagination. Plato may well have 
been led to this denial that numbers arc ‘‘ addiblc ’* by his recog- 
nition that “ surds ” like J2, must be admitted into arithmetic 
as numbers, since it is evident that no process of ** adding i to i” 
could ever yield such numbers as these,^ Thus this doctrine, also, 
may well be connected with the fact that the ** real ” numbers form 
a continuum. But it is important to be clear on the point that the 
principle that number is not really generated by addition of I’s 

* This is the consideration made prominent in the treatment of the doctrine 
by M, Milhaud in Les Philosophes-giomdtves de la Grice, a work really indis- 
pensable to the student of Plato. But. as we shall see immediately, it is not 
the whole, nor the most important part, of Plato's doctrine. 
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applies equally to the numbers of the integer-series, which is not a 
continuum. 

This brings us to the consideration of Aristotle's account of 
Plato's theory of forms. According to the Metaphysics} Plato 
actually called the forms numbers, and maintained that each form 
or number has two constituents, the One, which Aristotle regards as 
the formal constituent, and something called the great-and-small " 
or the indeterminate duality " (aopio-ros 8vas), which Aristotle 
treats as a material constituent. In other words, a number is 
something which arises from the determination of a determinable, 
(the great-and-small), by the One. Since the forms are the causes 
of all other things, these constituents of the forms are the ultimate 
constituents of everything, and this is what is meant by the state- 
ment that other things participate " in the forms.* ** Aristotle 
remarks on the theory that it is of the same type as the Pythagorean 
doctrine that “ things are numbers," or are " imitations of numbers," 
but differs from that view by substituting the “ duality " of the 
" great-and-small " for the " indefinite " (dTreipov) as one constituent 
of numbers, and also by maintaining that " mathematicals " (ra 
fiaOrffiariKa) are intermediate between numbers and sensible 
things, whereas the Pythagoreans said that the numbers are the 
things.* He seems also to connect this theory with the special 
point in respect of which he holds Plato and the Pythagoreans 
inferior to Socrates, namely, that they " separated " (ixwpLcrav) 
the " universals " or forms from " things " as Socrates had not 
done.^ 

It is plain from the explanations attempted by the later com- 
mentators on Aristotle that the chief source from which the doctrine 
alluded to in the Metaphysics was known in antiquity was the 
reports of the auditors of Plato's famous lecture on " the Good." 
As we do not possess these reports and cannot be sure how far the 
statements of Peripatetic commentators on Aristotle about them 
can be trusted, we need to be cautious in our interpretation. But 
there are certain points on which we can be reasonably certain. 
It is quite clear from the whole character of Aristotle's polemic 
against " ideal numbers," that the numbers which Plato declared 

* Met. A 18-25. 

* The simple meaning of this is that, as we have been told by Timaens, 
all the characters of “ things ” depend on the geometrical structure of their 
particles, and thus, in the end, on the structure of the triangles " into which 
the faces of these particles can be resolved. And a triangle is determined again 
by three “ numbers," those which give the lengths of its sides. 

* Met. A 9876 25-28. Oddly enough, he does not mention the much more 
important point that the One is made by Plato the formal constituent in a 
number, whereas the Pythagoreans taught that " the unit " is the first product 
of the combination of their two constituent factors, tripas and Aireipov, though he 
had correctly stated this doctrine just before. Met. A 986^ 19. 

* Met. M loySh 30. Plato is not named in this passage, but a comparison 
of the criticism passed immediately below (10786 34 ff.) with that made on 
Plato at A 9906 2 ff., shows that Aristotle regards the charge of making the 

** separation " as applicable to him. 
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to be forms are just the integers and nothing else, and also that 
the doctrine does not mean that it is denied that man/' “ horse/' 
and the like are forms, but that “ the form of man " and the like 
are now held to be themselves in some sense “ numbers." Hence 
Aristotle can raise the difficulty whether the " units " which make 
up the number which is the form of man or horse are the same as 
those which are found in the form of animal, or those of the form 
of man the same as those of the form of horse {Met. io8ia 9, 
1082a 18, 1084a 13). It also looks as though Aristotle meant to 
ascribe to Plato, as well as to the Pythagoreans, the view that the 
integer-series is a succession of repetitions of the numbers up to 10, 
so that the Form-numbers would be, in a special sense, the first 
ten natural numbers. {E.g. Met. 1084a 12, though the allusion there 
might be rather to a theory of the Pythagoreans and Spcnisippus 
than to a personal view of Plato.) It seems clear, at any rate, that 
the key to the doctrine, if we could recover it, would be found 
in a theory of the character of the series of integers up to 10. 

To some extent, at least, it seems possible to recover this key. 
We have to begin by understanding what is meant by speaking of 
one constituent of a number as the " great-and-small " and by 
calling this an " indeterminate duality." Even without the help 
of the commentators on Aristotle, the Philehus would enable us to 
give a reasonable answer to this question. We saw there that 
“ that which admits of more and less indefinitely " was Plato's 
description of what we call a "continuum," though the number- 
series itself does not figure among the examples of continiia given 
in the dialogue. This enables us to see at once why Plato spoke 
of what the Pythagoreans had called the “ unlimited " (arreipov) as 
a " great-and-small " or a " duality." It is a duality because it 
can be varied indefinitely in either of two directions. Probably 
the commentators are right in connecting this with the more specific 
view that you can equally reach plurality, starting from unity, 
by multiplication or by division, e.g. when you divide a given class 
regarded as a whole into sub-classes, you have two or more more 
determinate forms within the original yeVo?. 1 his indicates a direct 
connexion between the theory of number ascribed to Plato by 
Aristotle and the preoccupation with the problem of the subdivision 
of forms in the later dialogues on which Stenzel has done well to 
insist, though he has allowed himself to neglect too much the speci- 
fically mathematical problem. We can also sec, I think, why the 
other constituent of a number should be said to be "the one," 
and why the " unit " is no longer regarded, in Pythagorean fashion, 
as a "blend" of "limit" with the "unlimited," but as itself 
the " limit." Here, again, we have a point of contact with the theory 
of logical " division." As the Philehus had taught us, we may arrive 
at a " form " in either of two ways ; we may start with several 
different as many and seek to reduce them to unity by showing 
that they are all special determinations of a more general " form," 
or again we may start with the more general " form " and discover 
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more specific “ forms ” within it ; whichever route we follow, we 
presiipi^ose as already familiar the notions of a form and of forms 
in the plural. “ A ” and “ some ” will be ultimate indefinables.^ 

In the case of numbers it is easy to see how the conception, 
already implied in the Epinomis, of a continuum '' of “ real 
numbers leads to the Platonic formulas. If we wish to discover a 
number whose product by itself is 2, it is easy to show that we can 
make steady approximation to such a number by constructing the 
endless “ continued fraction : 

i + i 

2+1^ 

2+1 

2+1 

2f . . . 

By stopping off the fraction at successive stages, we get a number of 

values 1, 1+3. i + i , etc., with the following peculiarities. The 

2 2+1 

2 

values are alternatively less and greater than J 2, and each value 
differs from sl2 less than the preceding value ; by carrying the 
fraction far enough, wc can get a fraction a/h such that differs 
from 2 by less than any magnitude we please to assign. This is 
what we mean by saying that ^2 is the limiting value to which the 
fraction “ converges when it is continued “ to infinity.’' Now 
in forming the successive approximate values, or “ convergents,” 
we are making closer and closer approximation to the precise 
determination of an infinite great-and-small.” It is “ infinite ” 
because however many steps you have taken, you never reach a 
fraction which, when multiplied by itself, gives exactly 2 as the 
product, though you are getting nearer to such a result at each 
step. It is '* great-and-small,” because the successive approxi- 
mations are alternatively too small and too large. J2. is, so to say, 
gradually pegged down between a '' too much ” and a too little,” 
which are coming closer together all the time. I choose this parti- 
cular example because this method of finding the value of what we 
call J2 was pretty certainly known to Plato.* 

* We must, of course, distinguish carefully between the notion of " a " and 
that of “ the integer i The latter is definable exactly as any other integer 
is. I is the number of any group x which satisfies the conditions that (a) there 
is an a which is an x‘, {b) “ b is an x” implies ** b is identical with a” This 
distinction is not yet clearly recognized in the Platonic formula. 

2 The denominators and numerators of the successive convergents ” are 
the series called in Greek respectively the TrXevpiKoL and the SiafierpiKol dpidfiol. 
I'he rule for finding any number of them is given by Thcon of Smyrna (p. 43-44, 
Miller). The geometrical construction by which the rule was discovered is 
given by Proclus {Comm, in Rempubl. ii. 24, 27-29, KroU). The source of 
both Theon and Proclus appears to be the Peripatetic Adrastus in his com- 
mentary on the Timaeus (Kroll, op. cit. ii. 393 ff.). Plato himself alludes to 
the TXevpiKol and StafierpLKol dpi 0 p.ol at Rep. 546c 5. 
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The same point might be similarly illustrated by the definitions 
given by modern mathematicians of the real numbers/' The 
definitions are to a certain point arbitrary, but they all turn on the 
notion of a “ section/' E.g. we cannot find a rational fraction the 
“ square ” of which is exactly 2. But we can divide all rational 
fractions into two classes, those of which the " squares ” are less 
than 2 and those of which the " squares " are not less than 2. We 
see at once that the first of these sets has no highest term, the second 
no lowest, and that no fraction can belong either to both sets or 
to neither set ; thus our “ section " is unambiguous, i.e. every 
fraction falls into one and only one of the two sets thus constituted. 
We may then define the “ square root of 2 " cither as this “ section 
itself, or, if we prefer it, as the set of ** fractions whose squares are 
less (or, if we like, greater) than 2." Here again, th(i notion of a 
“ section " of the rational fractions exhibits the Platonic characters. 
It involves a duality," or " great-and-small," the two sets, one 
of which has all its terms less than, the other all greater than, a 
specified value, and the duality is " indefinite " because^ one of the 
sets has no highest term, the other no lowest. The section is a 
determination of the " great-and-small " of the fractions by the 
" one " precisely because it makes an unambiguous " cut " just 
where it does. Other cuts can be made at other places in the 
series, and each will define a different " real number." ^ 

It is clear, however, that we have not yet exhausted the meaning 
of Plato's doctrine. From Aristotle's polemic we sec that the 
Platonic analysis was not meant to apply simply to the case of the 
" irrationals " which Plato was the first to recognize as numbers. 
The theory also involves a doctrine of the structure of the integer- 
series itself, since it is clear that the numbers with which the forms 
are identified arc, as Aristotle always assumes, the integers. The 
integers themselves, then, have the " great-and-small " and the 
“ one " as their constituents. How is this to be understood ? 

^ Cf. G. ri. Hardy, Pure Mathematics^, p. 14. The rational fractions ” 
are, to be sure, not a continuum, but they satisfy the only condition for a 
continuum known in Plato's time, that between any two a third can always be 
inserted. Stenzel rightly dwells on the connexion of the “ duality " with 
“ convergence,” but misses the illustration from the w'KevpiKol and dLa/AerpiKol 
dpiOpLol (Zahl u. Gestalt, 59). 'J'he endlessness of the ” continued fraction ” 
makes it clear why the “ great-and-small ” was identified with the non- 
being ” of which we read in the Sophistes (Aristot. Physics, A 192a 6 fl.). 
The meaning of what is said about geometry, plane and solid, in the Epinomis 
will thus be. that the real scientific problem is to obtain a series of ” approxima- 
tions.” within a ” standard ” which we can make as narrow as we please, to 
the various quadratic and cubic surds. In doing so, we are discovering the 
ratios of the ” sides ” or ” edges ” of the various regular polygons and solids 
to one another. We discover, e.g., exactly how long — within a known ” stan- 
dard ” — a line must be if the area of the square or volume of the cube on it is 
to be 2, 3, 5 . . . times a given area and volume; and since all rectilinear areas 
and volumes can be expressed as those of squares and cubes, this solves the 
question of the surveyor and the ” stereometer.” It is precisely with such 
metrical problems, relating to the ” regular solids,” that Euclid's Book Xlli. 
is concerned, a safe indication of its Academic provenance. 
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The difficulty is that the integers do not form a continuum, even 
in the sense in which continuity means no more than infinite 
divisibility, ix. the possibility of inserting a third term between 
any two given terms of* the series. For each integer is ** next 
after ” another. 

How, then; does Plato suppose the series of integers to be con- 
structed ? I doubt if the notices preserved to us enable us to answer 
the question finally. What is clear is that Plato rightly rejects 
the view retained by Aristotle, that an integer is a collection of 
“ I's," and that the series is thus constructed by additions of i 
to itself. 2 is not “ i and i but the number next after i." 
(This ought to be plain from the simple consideration of the way 
in which we learn to count. We do not count, “ one, one, one, one, 
. . but one, two, three . . ,*') But when we ask in what way 
the duality comes in in constructing the series of integers, we 
are puzzled by the confusion which seems to run through Aristotle 
and his commentators between the “ indeterminate duality or 
“ grcat-and-small ” and the number 2. If it were only in the 
polemic of Aristotle that this confusion were found, we might 
conceivably dismiss it as a mere misunderstanding, but it appears 
to have occurred also in the Academic reports of Plato's doctrine. 
The complete study of the problem would require a long discussion 
of the mass of material collected and examined by M. Robin in his 
volume La Theorie platonicienne. Here it must be enough to 
remark that the following points seem to be quite certain, (i) The 
“ dyad " was called ^uottoios, because it “ doubles " everything 
it “ lays hold of." There is no doubt that the “ dyad " meant is 
the " great-and-small," but "it also seems clear that there is a 
confusion, perhaps from the very first, with the avro o co-rt SWs, 
the number 2, and that the function of the " dyad " within the 
integer-series is thought of as being to produce the series of 
"powers" of 2 by repeated multiplication, ix2, 1x2x2, 
I X 2 X 2 X 2, and so forth (cf. Epinomis ggia 1-4).^ (2) The " one," 

we are told, puts a stop to the " indeterminateness " of the "great- 
and-small " by " equalizing " or " stabilizing " it (tw la-d^civ).^ 
This, I suggest, as my conjectural explanation of an obscure 
expression, means that each odd number is the arithmetical mean 
between the i)receding and following even numbers, and so 
‘^halves their difference." Each odd number will be got by 
halving '' the sum of two even " numbers. Thus the order of the 
“ decade " will be, i, 2, 4, 8 ; 3 (which equalizes 2 and 4) ; 
6 (double of 3) I 7 (which “ equalize " 4 and 6, and 6 and 8) ; 
10 (double of 5) ; 9 (which equalizes 8 and 10).® Cp. Aristotle's 

iCf. Aristot. Met. 1084a 5, 1091a 12, io82fl 14, gSyb 33. 

* Plutarch, de Anim. procreat. ioi2d, reporting the explanation of Xeno- 
crates, iK 8 ^ tovtuv yipiadai rbv dpiOfidv tov opl^oPTos rb TrXrjOos, Aristot. 
Met. M. 10836 23, 29, where the “ unit " is said to arise from the “ equal- 
izing ” of the “ dyad ” of the great-and-small. 

* See Robin, La Theorie piatcniicienne, p. 449. The mathematical reader 
will see at once a certain analogy between this procedure and the “ quadri- 
lateral construction *’ of von Staudt. 
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use of the ''arithmetical mean” as an "equalizer,” E.N. ii^2a 
I ff. If this was the construction, it must be pronounced very 
faulty. Not only does it involve the confusions of ” a ” with i 
and of plurality ” with 2, but it involves obtaining the terms 
of the series in an unnatural order and using more than 
one principle of construction where one is sufficient. (The one 
really satisfactory way of defining the integers is to proceed by 
” mathematical induction,” i,e, to define each in terms of its im- 
mediate precursor. This is readily done in the following way. 
When we have defined the integer n, we can go on to define m -f i by 
the statement that w-hi is the number of members of a group 
satisfying the conditions (a) that it contains a group with 71 mem- 
bers, (b) that it contains a member a which is not a member 
of this group ; (c) that it does not contain any member which 
is neither a nor a member of the group of n members alrt'ady 
mentioned.) 

If, as seems probable, Plato’s conception has these defects, we 
must not be surprised. He probably started with the right con- 
viction that what we should call the notion of a ” section ” is 
necessary for the definition of the ” irrationals,” and went on to 
extend the conception to cover the case of the integers. What 
could not be expected of the first thinker who had formed the 
notion of a ” real ” number is the recognition that integers, rational 
fractions, real numbers, do not form a single scries, in other words 
that the ” integer,” 2, the ” rational number ” 2/1, and the ” real 
number 2 ” are all distinct. In the logical construction of the 
types of number, we need three distinct steps : the rules for defining 
the successive integers, the derivation of the rational numbers 
from the integers, and the derivation of the ” continuum ” of the real 
numbers from the series of rational numbers. I'hesc, however, are 
matters on which mathematical philosophers have only reached 
clear comprehension in very recent times. The important point is 
that Plato should have grasped the necessity of enlarging the 
traditional conception of number and of strictly defining number:^ of 
all kinds.^ 

What are the ” mathematicals ” which Plato distinguished from 
his numbers or forms ? Aristotle tells us that they differ from 
forms in the fact that they are many, whereas the form is one, 
and from sensible things by being eternal {Met. A 9876 15). It is 
to be noted that he does not call them ” mathematical numbers,’' 

^ Stenzel, Zahl u. Gestalt, 31, gives a different construction, but without 
justifying it. I venture to think he has been misled by an anxiety to discover 
Plato's number theory directly in the Philehus, where it could not have been 
introduced without the dramatic absurdity of putting it into the mouth of 
Socrates. In the main, I hope 1 am in accord with Burnet, Greek Philosophy, 
Part 320 ff. But I should say that I can make nothing of n. 2 to p. 320, 
which manifestly is a non-sens. It appears to be a partially correct explanation 
of something Aristotle tells us about the Pythagoreans, which has got into its 
present place by some inadvertence. How can “ the one ’* be the terms of the 
series J2, J6, JT2 . . . ? 
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but Ttt fiaOrjixaTLKa, and that he never appears to ascribe to Plato 
the recognition of “ mathematical number,** The meaning seems 
to me to be best shown by two passages in the Aristotelian corpus. 
At Metaphysics K 10596 2 ff., it is made an objection to the theory 
of forms that just as the /xaOrjfjiaTLKd are intermediate between the 
form and sensible things, so there ought to be — on the theory — 
something intermediate between such a form as man or horse and 
visible', men and horses (though we see that there is not). I'his 
implies that the “ mathematicals ** are something quite familiar. 
1 would couple with this de Anima A 4046 19, where we are told that 
in Ta TTcpt </)tA.o(ro<6ta9 Xcyo/Acm Plato Said that the form of animal 
is composed of the one and “ the first length, breadth, and depth.” 
'I'he form of animal is, according to the Timaeus, th(‘ archetype 
on which the sensible world is constructed, that is, it is the res 
exlensa, the subject-matter of geometry, and Aristotle’s meaning 
is thus that this res exlensa is constituted by the three dimensions 
of Umgtli, breadth, and (kipth. These correspond, as the context 
of the passage in the de Anima makes clear, to the numbers 2, 3, 4 
(the line being determined by two points, the plane by three, three- 
diiiKmsional space by four). Thus Plato's construction recalls the 
Pythagorean tetractys of the numbers i, 2, 3, 4. But he spoke 
not of numbers, but of the first ** length, breadth, depth.” This 
seems to mean that though, as the Epinomis says, plane and solid 
geometry may be identified with the study of certain kinds of 
number, lengths, areas, volumes are not identical with numbers. 
The study of number provides the key to all these relations, and 
yet they are not themselves numbers, and the significance of 
number is not exhausted by its geometrical applications. 

So we, too, are familiar with analytical geometry in which we 
study the properties of curves and surfaces by means of numerical 
equations. All the properties of the curves and surfaces can be 
discovered from these equations, but the application of equations 
is not confined to geometry or geometrical physics ; the same 
methods, for example, play a prominent part in the study of 
economics, as when we plot out curves to show the effects of modi- 
fications of duties on the ” volume ” of foreign trade. In a word, 
I take it, the ” mathematicals ” are what the geometer studies. 

We may now perhaps be in a position to see what is meant by the 
statement that the constituents of the forms are the constituents of 
everything. The things of the sensible world, as we have learned 
from the Philebus, are one and all in ” becoming ” ; they are events 
or processes tending to the realization of a definite law and this 
law, Plato thinks, can be expressed in numerical form. Because 
these things are always ” in the making,” they do not exhibit 
permanent and absolute conformity to law of structure ; if once 
they were ” made ” and finished, they would be the perfect embodi- 
ment of law of structure. And because the stuff of things is 
extension itself, the law thus realized would be geometrical and 
therefore, as we sliould say, be expressible in the form of an ecjiiation 
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or equations. This is what Plato means at bottom in his own 
phUosophy by the ‘‘ participation ” of the sensible in forms and 
by the doctrine that the (rroixeTa of number are the o-roixcia of 
everything. (I abstain from commenting on the further numerous 
passages in Aristotle where the question of the relation of the apvai 
of geometry to those of arithmetic is raised, since these seem to form 
part of the polemic against Speusippus and Xenocrates, and it is 
not clear to me how far any of the views canvassed are meant to be 
directly ascribed to Plato.) 

Aristotle seems, as I said, to connect his complaint about the 
Academic “ separation ** (^(ojptcr/Lio?) between forms and sensible 
things specially with the doctrine we have just been discussing. He 
is commonly taken to mean no more than that the Platonic form 
is a sort of double of the sensible thing, supposed to be in some 
‘I intelligible world," wholly sundered from the real world of actual 
life. It is hard to suppose that he could put such an interpretation 
on a theory which according to himself makes the a-ToixeTa of number 
the a-TOLx^La of everything. Hence I think Stenzel ^ is on the right 
track in looking for a more definite meaning in the Aristotelian 
criticism, and that he has rightly indicated the direction in which 
we should look. As he points out, one of Aristotle's chief difficulties 
about the “ numbers " is that he holds that if " animal " is one 
number and " man " is another, we have to face the question 
whether the units " in " animal " are part of the " units " which 
constitute " man " or not ; (e.g. if you said " animal " is 2, “ man " 
is 4, since 2x2=4, ** would seem to be the same thing as 

“ animal " taken twice over). The complaint, as Stenzel says, is 
not that an cTSo? is treated as something distinct from a sensible 
individual, but that the more universal elSrj, the ylvrj as Aristotle 
calls them, are thought of as though they had a being distinct from 
that of the aro/xov cTSo? or infima species, Aristotle's point is that 
“ animal/' for example, has no being except as " horse," “ man," 
" dog," or one of the other species which can no longer be divided into 
sub-species. This would be, in effect, a criticism on the method 
of division as practised in the Sophistes, where it is made a rule 
that in summing up the result of the division into a definition, all 
the intermediate differentiae which have been employed must be 
recapitulated. This is a procedure condemned by Aristotle's own 
doctrine that a definition need only state genus and specific differ- 
ence ; the specific difference includes in itself all the intermediate 
differences. Hence, according to Stenzel, the of which 

Aristotle complains is that the Platonic account of " division " as 

^ See Stenzel, Zahl u. Gestalt, 133 f[., with the Aristotelian texts discussed 
there. The alldinportant passage is Met. Z 1037/; 8“io38a 35. Aristotle 
urges that if, e.g., you first divide animals into footed animals and animals 
without feet, and then divide the former into bipeds and others, the Platonic 
rule would require you to say that man is a “ two-footed footed animal." But 
the determination " footed " only exists actually as contained in the more 
specific determinations *' two-footed," " four-footed." The same problem 
recurs in Met. H 6, 104 5a 7 ff. 
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the instrumont of definition is fatal to the unity of the definiendum} 
and, since the process is a direct outcome of the doctrine of 
the defect is one which requires the doctrine of itself to 

be revised. (Thus Aristotle’s rejection of the Platonic doctrine of 
forms would at bottom be based on rejection of the logical tenet 
that the relation of species to genus is identical with that of indi- 
vidual to species.) Whether this interesting interpretation is 
sound is, however, a question for the student of Aristotelianism 
rather than for an expositor of Plato.* 


See further : 

Burnet . — Greek Philosophy, Part 312-324 ; Platonism, c. 5, 
7 - 

Natorp, P . — Platons Ideenkhre, 366-436. 

Baeumkkk, C. Das Problem der Materie in der griechischen Philo- 
Sophie, 196 20 (). 

Sticnzei., J. /ahl und Gestalt bei Platon und Aristoteles. (1924.) 

Koiun, L . — La Thcorie platoniciennc des ide’es et des nombres 
aprrs Aristote. (Paris, 1908.) 

Milhaud, G. — Les Philosophes-ge'omitres de la Grece, Platon et 
ses prddecessenrs. (Paris, 1900.) 

Taylor, A. E. — Philosophical Studies, pp. 91-150. 

Thompson, D’Arcy W. — " Excess and Defect " in Mind, N.S., 

149. 


' Zahl u. Gestalt, 126 ff. 

■ It seems clear that a definitive interpretation of Plato’s main thought 
must start with a thorough study of the material collected in M. Robin's great 
work La TMorie piatonicienne. It is time that we should make an end of the 
pretence of understanding Plato by ignoring the evidence or by arbitrarily 
reading into him the views of our own favourite modern metaphysicians. In 
this brief chapter 1 have only been able to hint at the interpretation the 
material suggests to myself. These hints 1 have tried to develop briefly in 
a notice of Stenzel’s book in Gnonum, ii. 7 (July 1926), and more fully in an 
essay in Mind, “ Terms and Numbers," with reference to the Aristotelian 
evidence. (See the reference given above.) 



ADDENDA 


P. 21, 1 . i8 ff. It seems necessary, in view of some criticisms, to 
say expressly that I regard the date 387 B.c. as a mere convenient 
" approximation,’* not as the known precise dale of the founding of the 
Academy. And, of course, my language about the long interruption 
in Plato’s literary activity must be understood with the qualifications 

(1) that I expressly decline to commit myself to an opinion about the 
relative order of composition of Republic, Phaedo, Symposium, and 

(2) that I never meant to exclude the possibility of a minor “ occasional 
violation of silence. On my own view the Menexenus would have to 
be dated c. 380-379. Understood in this " common-sense " way, the 
view that “ roughly speaking ” the dialogues earlier than the Paffnenides 
and Theaetetiis w'cre written before the foundation of the Academy 
still seems to me as probable as it did to Burnet. 

P. 207, 1 . 26 ff. The realityof Plato ’sown personal faith in immorta- 
lity is surely put beyond doubt by the words of Ep. vii. 335 ^* must 
put genuine faith in the ancient sacred sayings which indicate that our 
soul is immortal, has to face a judge, and pays the gravest penalties 
when one has left the body," etc. (neiOeaO a dk 6vra)g del xQfj nahnolg 
re xal iegolg ^oyoig, ol 3^ firivdovaiv ^fiiv dOdvarov xpvxhv^ elvai t^xaendg re 
tOYEiv xal rlveiv tag fjeylat ag tificoglag oxav rig anaXXaxOfj rov awfiatog). 

P. 263, par. 2. It should be noted that the Glaucon of the Sympo- 
sium is not Plato’s brother, who figures in the Republic, since (Symp. 
173a) he, like Plato himself, was a mere na'ig at the date of Agathon s 

party. , , 

P. 263, par. 2. Professor Burnet, in the posthumous volumes ot 
lectures on Platonism delivered at the University of California, expresses 
the opinion that the Republic and consequently the Timaeus are to 
be given a dramatic date anterior to the Archidamian War (Platornsm, 
pp. 25-26). This would, so far as I can see, be possible but for one con- 
sideration. It would compel us to hold that Perictione, since she was 
the mother of two sons who are young men before 431, was at the very 
least over a hundred years old in 366, when Ep. xiii refers to her as 
still living. This is just possible, but hardly likely, and since I am as 
convinced as Burnet himself of the genuineness of Ep. xm., I would 
rather not follow him on this point. 

P. 278, n. I. Xenophonalso (5ym/>.ii. 9 ) ascribes to Socrates the thesis 
that " woman’s nature is not inferior to man’s " (?) yvyoixela fvaig ovdev 
XelQcov rfjg rov dvSgdg o3(xa rvyxdvei), though she is not his equal in 
physical strength and intelligence {yvw/irjg re xal iaxvog deirai). But 
he may be dependent on Plato or Aeschines, or on both. 

p 009, n. I. Aeschines also in his .4lcibiades ascribed the ** erotic 
temperament to Socrates, with special reference to his affection for 
Alcibiades. {iyd) Si Sid rov egcora ov irvyxavov eqwv 'AkxipiaSov ovOiv 
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Sid 4 >oQovTcjv Baxxcov i 7 ie 7 T 6 vBeiv. Fr. ii, Diitmar. This evidence seems 
to me to make nonsense of all the inferences about the personality of 
Plato which have been drawn from the Phaedrus and Symposium. 

P. 450. In Platonism (1928), p. 106. Burnet now says that '* it 
can be proved that Plato “discovered the heliocentric system*' in 
astronomy. The evidence offered is simply the statement of Theo- 
phrastus discussed in our text. I do not understand how Burnet 
reconciles this view with Iris own defence of the Epinomis, in which 
the sun is still expressly treated as a “ planet “ {gSGh gSyd). 1 am 
wholly in accord with Burnet about the genuineness of the Epinomis 
and therefore am compelled to dissent from his attribution of “ Coperni- 
canism ’’ to Plato. 

P. 472, 1 . 20. But it should be remembered, as Mr. Lorimer reminds 
me, that Aristotle does once observe (Pol. 1329& 25) that the various 
arts of civilized life must have been discovered “ often, or rather an 
indefinite number of times in the course of ages," and “ Ocellus Luca- 
nus ’’ (c. 3) that “ Hellas has often been barbarian, and will often be 
so again." 

P. 516, 1 . 4. That is, Aristotle's great difficulty with the theory of 
" forms," as it seems to me, is not so much that there should be a 
“ form " of man, “ besides" Socrates and Coriscus, as that there should 
be a “ form " of animal, “ besides " horse, and dog and man. I'hat is 
what he is specially anxious to deny. 
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B.C. 

428 7. Plato born (Ol. 88. i). Fourth year of Archidamian War ; 

year following death of Pericles. Revolt and subjuga- 
tion of Mytilene. Capture of Plataea by Peloponnesians. 
Hippolytus of Euripides. 

427. Gorgias at Athens as envoy from Leontini. Aristophanes' 
first comedy (AairaXffg) produced. 

425. Tribute of Athenian allies raised. Capture of Sphacteria. 

Pan-Sicilian congress at (iela. Acharnians of Ari.stophanes 
performed. (?) Hecuba of Euripides. 

424. Athenian defeat at Delium (Pyrilampes wounded.) Brasidas 
in the north. Loss of Amphipolis and banishment of 
Thucydides. Battle outside Megara. Knights of Aristo- 
phanes. 

423. Year’s truce with Sparta. Revolt of Scione. Clouds of 

Aristophanes. Connus of Amipsias. 

422. Death of Brasidas and Cleon before Amphipolis. (?) Socrates 
serves in this campaign. Wasps of Aristophanes. 

421. Peace of Nicias ; Scione captured and inhabitants massacred. 
Peace of Aristophanes. 

418. Battle of Mantinea ; Laches killed, dwimafiog of Arca- 

dians by Sparta. 

416. Melos captured by Athenians and inhabitants massacred. Tragic 

victory of Agathon. 

415. Mutilation of Hermae and “profanation of mysteries.’’ Des- 
patch of Syracusan expedition under Alcihiades, Nicias and 
Lamachus ; recall and disgrace of Alcibiades. Ttoades of 
Euripides. 

414. Birds of Aristophanes. 

413. Final ruin of Syracusan expedition ; deaths of Nicias and 
Demosthenes. Decelea occupied by Spartans. (?) Electra 
of Euripides. (?) Iphigcnia in Taitris. 

41 1. Revolution of the “ four hundred.” Return of Polemarchus 
and Lysias from Thurii. Thesmophoriazusae and Lysistrata 
of Aristophanes. 

410. Battle of Cyzicus. Philoctetes of Sophocles (410-9). 

409. Carthaginian invasion of Sicily ; Selinus and Himera destroyed. 

408. Hermocrates in Sicily. Orestes of Euripides. 

407. Battle of Notium. Return of Alcil:)iades to Athens. Hermo- 
crates killed in street-fighting at Syracuse. 

406. Battle of Arginusae. Trial and condemnation of generals ; 

protest of Socrates. Deaths of Euripides and Sophocles. 

405. Battle of Aegospotami. Dionysius I becomes “ tyrant ” at 
Syracuse. 


619 



520 


404. 


403 - 

401. 

399 - 

395 - 87 - 


c. 388. 

387- 

385. 

382 

380. 

379 - 8 . 

378. 

373 - 

371- 


369- 

367- 


362. 

36 I -Go. 

357 - 
c. 35^’ 
354 - 

353 - 

351. 

349-8. 

347 

.346. 


344 - 3 * 


PLATO: THE MAN AND HIS WORK 

End of Peloponnesian War ; Athens surrenders to Lysander. 
Appointment of the “ Thirty ; murder of Polemarchus. 
Affair of Leon of Salamis (404-3). 

Fall of “ Thirty ; deaths of Critias and Charmides. Restora- 
tion of democracy at Athens. 

Expedition of Cyrus and battle of Cunaxa. 

Trials of Andocides and Socrates for impiety and death of 
Socrates in archonship of Laches. 

Corinthian War. Rebuilding of Athenian Long Walls (395- 
393). Pamphlet of Polycrates against Socrates (c. 392-390). 
Ecclesiazusae of Aristophanes. Destruction of Spartan 
mora by Iphicrates (?392 or 390). 

First visit of Plato to Sicily and Italy at age of 40. Tradi- 
tional date of capture of Rome by Gauls. 

Corinthian War ended by “ King's Peace." Approximate date 
of foundation of Academy. 

Birth of Aristotle at Stagirus. 

Spartan seizure of citadel of Thebes and political murder of 
Ismenias. 

Pancgyrictis of Isocrates. 

Spartan garrison expelled at Thebes by Pelopidas and his 
associates. Raid of Spartan Sphodrias on Piraeus. 

Alliance of Athens and Thebes. Second Athenian League 
founded. 

Great tidal wave and earthquake on the Achaean coast. 

** Peace of Callias " between Sparta and Athens. Spartan 
power broken by Epaminondas at Leuctra. Liberation of 
Messene and foundation of Megalopolis follow in the next 
year or two, 

Spartan lines on Mt. Oneion broken by Epaminondas. (Theae- 
tetus probably wounded in this campaign.) 

Death of Dionysius I. Idato summoned to Syracuse by Dion. 
Aristotle enters Academy. Traditional date of " Licinian 
rogations " and defeat of Gauls by Camillus at Alba. 

Battle of Mantinea ; Epaminondas killed. 

Third visit of Plato to Sicily. Traditional date of penetration 
of Gauls into Campania. 

Capture of Syracuse by Dion. 

Birth of Alexander the Great at Pella. 

Murder of Dion by Callippus. Plato's VII Epistle. Earliest 
extant speech of Demosthenes (on the Symmories.) 

Overthrow of Callippus. Plato's VIII Epistle. 

First Philippic of Demosthenes. 

Olynthiacs of Demosthenes. Capture of Olynthus by Philip 
(348). 

Death of Plato. 

Peace of Philocratcs. Philip acts as general in the “Sacred 
War " against the Phocians, becomes a member of the 
Amphictionic Council and presides at the Pythian games. 
Temporary restoration of Dionysius II at Syracuse. 

Dionysius finally overthrown by Timoleon, Aristotle (343-2) 
at Pella as tutor to Alexander. 



APPENDIX 

THE PLATONIC APOCRYPHA 

In using the name Apocrypha as a convenient collective designa- 
tion for those items contained in our Plato MSS. of which it is 
reasonably certain that they have no real claim to Platonic author- 
ship, I make no gratuitous assumption of fraudulence in their 
writers or worthlessness in their contents. Apart from the collec- 
tion of Definitions, which lias its own special character, the Apocrypha 
seem to be undiguised imitations of Platonic “ discourses of Socrates, 
and most of them to be the work of the early Academy ; the attri- 
bution to Plato has arisen naturally and by accident. The works 
in question fall into three classes : (A) items actually included in 
the canon of Thrasylus ; {B) the collection of oqoi or definitions, 
which falls outside the division into ''tetralogies*'; (C) vodevo^evoi, 
dialogues recognized in antiquity as spurious. 

A. Dialogues included in the tetralogies,** hut certainly, or all 
hut certainly, spurious. 

Of these there are seven : Alcihiades I, A Icihiades 1 1, Hipparchus, 
Amatores (the whole of the fourth " tetralogy *’), Theages (" tetra- 
logy V), Clitophon (" tetralogy" VIII), Minos (“ tetralogy " IX). 
All were clearly regarded as genuine by Dercylides and Thrasylus. 
The only fact known about their earlier history is that Aristophanes 
of Byzantium had included the Minos in one of his " trilogies " 
along with the Laws and Epinomis (D.L. iii. 62). Since we never 
hear of Dercylides or Thrasylus as introducing any items into the 
Platonic canon, it seems reasonable to infer that the whole group 
were already accepted by the Alexandrian scholars of the third 
century B.c. and that the composition of all must therefore be dated 
earlier still. None of the group is certainly quoted by Aristotle, 
or even Cicero, ^ but this proves nothing since none contains any- 
thing which makes any difference to the interpretation of Plato's 
thought. As I shall try to show, the linguistic evidence is also 
decidedly against a late date in almost every case ; the Greek 
with which these dialogues present us is recognizably that of the 
fourth century. ^ It follows that we should assign their composition, 

^ The allusion of Cicero, Tusculans, iii. xxxiv. 77, is certainly, that of 
de Oratore, ii. 8 almost certainly, not to Alcibiades I, but to the Alcibiades 
of Aeschines of Sphettus. 

* The statement perhaps needs a little qualification in the case of Aid- 
blades II, as will be pointed out later. 

6SI 
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speaking roughly, to the half-century between Plato's death and 
the opening of the third century, while one or two may quite 
possibly have been written even within Plato's lifetime. I shall 
also try to show that the thought is quite Platonic, though the 
way in which it is presented is not altogether that of the Master. 
My own conclusion is that the whole group is the work of Platonists 
of the first two or three generations, intending to expound Aca- 
demic ideas by “ discourses of Socrates." This thesis cannot be 
formally demonstrated, but seems more probable than either the 
extreme view of Grote, who accepted the whole group as Platonic, 
or the rival extreme view which would bring some of the items well 
within the Alexandrian period. 

Alcihiades I. This is in compass and worth the most important 
member of the group, as it contains an excellent general sum- 
mary of the Socratic- Platonic doctrines of the scale of goods and 
the " tendance " of the soul. The Platonic authorship has been 
defended by Grote, Stallbaum, C. F. Hermann, J. Adam and 
recently M. Croiset and P. Friedlander ; Jowett included a version 
in his English translation of Plato. For my own part I feel reluc- 
tantly forced to decide for rejection on the following grounds, 
(i) Close verbal study seems to show that in language the manner 
is that of the later Plato, ^ whereas the thought is that of Plato's 
earliest ethical dialogues, and the exposition, at points, so unskilled 
that a resolute defender is almost bound to regard the dialogue as 
one of the earliest of all. (2) It seems incredible that Plato, who has 
given us such vivid portraits of Alcibiades in the Protagoras and 
Symposium, should ever have treated his personality in the colourless 
fashion of this dialogue. (3) It should be still more incredible 
that Plato, with his known views on the worth of " text-books," 
should have composed what is, to all intents, a kind of hand-book 
to ethics. The work has the qualities of an excellent manual, 
and this is the strongest reason for denying its authenticity. I 
agree, then, with those who hold that Alcibiades / is a careful 
exposition of ethics by an early Academic, written well before 
300 B.C., and possibly, though perhaps not very probably, even 
before the death of Plato. I should say with Stallbaum that it 
contains nothing actually unworthy of Plato, but I am equally 
satisfied that it contains echoes of Plato which are not in the manner 


‘ On this question see C. Ritter, Untersuchungen ilber Plato, 89-90 ; 
Raeder, Platons philosophische Entwickelung , 24—25 ; Lutoslawski, Origin 
and Growth of Plato's Logic, 197-198. I would add that comparison with 
the remains of the Alcihiades of Aeschines and that of Antisthenes shows 
that our dialogue is almost certainly dependent on the former, and possibly 
also on the latter. Use of these sources in this way is barely credible in 
Plato. Also, Socrates is represented (103c) as posing as the tongue-tied 
"lover " of Alcibiades, whereas according to Plato in the Symposium it was 
rather Alcibiades who posed as the " beloved of Socrates. For further 
discussion, and for evidence that Alcihiades I depends also on Xenophon, 
see H. Dittmar, Aeschines von Sphettos, 163-177. 
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of a writer who is echoing himself. In particular, the closing words 
(i35e) 1 can hardly be anything but an allusion to Plato’s description 
[Rep. 491 ft.) of the corruption of the young man of genius by the 
blandishments of that supreme sophist, the “ public/’ a passage 
itself perhaps inspired by the tragic career of Alcibiades. There 
are other similar disguised quotations, as we shall see. 

The writer’s purpose is to expound the thoughts that the one 
thing needful for true success in life is self-knowledge, that this 
means knowledge of what is good and bad for our souls, and that 
such knowledge is different in kind from all specialism. Alcibiades 
is drawn as a young man of boundless ambition just about to enter 
on public life. (The date assumed is the end of his “ephebate,” 
before the outbreak of the Archidamian War. Pericles is at the 
head of affairs, 1046.) Socrates, who has long admired the wonderful 
boy from a distance, is now allowed by his sign ” to express his 
admiration for the first timc,^ He knows that A. is ambitious to 
become the first statesman of Europe and Asia, and can help him 
to realize the dream if A. will only answer his questions (103^-1066).® 
To succeed as a statesman, A. must be a good adviser and so must 
have knowledge which his neighbours have not, and this knowledge 
must come to him either as a personal discovery or by learning 
from others. But none of the things A. has “ learned ” are matters 
considered by sovereign assemblies, and in the matters which such 
an assembly does consider there are experts who would be much 
better counsellors than A. His boasted “ advantages ” of person, 
rank, wealth, are irrelevant. On what topics, then, would he be 
a competent adviser of the public ? He says, “ On the conduct 
of their own affairs, e,g. the making of war and peace.” Yet it 
is the expert we need to advise us whether it is better to make war, 
on whom, and for how long. Our standard of the ” better ” is 
supplied by the expert’s xiyyr\. Now, what Tiyyr\ is the relevant 
one in these questions of state ? When we declare war, we always 
do so on the plea that our rights have been infringed. Has A., then, 
ever learned ” justice,” the knowledge of rights and wrongs ? He 
has never received instruction in it, nor can he have discovered it 
for himself. To do that he wo.uld need first to look for it, and to 
look for it he must be first awake to his ignorance of it. But from 
his childhood he has always been wrangling with his companions 

^ hi, oh ri crj ipvaci dirwrTwi' dXXA ttjv ttjs ‘ir6Xcws opujp po)ixr}v, fiij 

ipOV TC Kat ffOV KpaTTJffJ). 

* 103a. The representation that S. has not spoken a word to the lad for 
years seems an un-Platonic exaggeration. Contrart the representation in 
the Protagoras which depicts a scene from the same period of the philosopher’s 
life. 

• This self-confidence, again, is not in keeping with Plato’s concej)tion 
of Socrates ; it looks to be borrowed from the Socrates of Xenophon. It is 
definitely “ un-i’latonic " that Socrates boasts (124c) of having God for 
his “ guardian," with reference, as we see by a comparison with io3« 5, to 
the '* divine sign." God and the " sign " are never confused in this way 
in any certainly genuine work of Plato. 
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about his rights/* as if he already knew what they are (io6c- 
And he certainly cannot have “ picked up ** knowledge 
of right and wrong from the “ many ** at large, as he has done the 
use of his mother-tongue.^ The many ** all agree about the 
meaning of vernacular words, and this is why one can learn the 
language from them. Where their views are at hopeless variance, 
they cannot be our teachers, and there is nothing about which 
they are more at variance than their ''rights** and "wrongs." 
A. then is proposing to teach others what it is not possible that he 
knows himself (110^-113^). 

But, says A., the politician need not know what is right ; he 
need only know what is expedient Well, if A. thinks he knows 
what the expedient is, let him answer one question : Is the 
expedient always the same as the right or is it not ? A. thinks 
not, but Socrates is confident that he can prove the contradictory 
The proof turns on establishing the equations xaKov — 
ayaOov, aiaxQOV = ^axov He who acts " finely ** 

also " does well,** i.e, is in possession of good,'^ and the good for us 
= the expedient for us. He then who advises as expedient what is 
wrong is a bad adviser. If A. hesitates whether to admit or to 
deny this, his very hesitation is a sign that he is becoming conscious 
of his ignorance about the most important of all subjects (117^?). 
He is suffering from virulent d/iadla, the common malady of 
" public men " (118^). Pericles, indeed, is said to have " learned ** 
wisdom from Anaxagoras and Damon. But since he never imparted 
" wisdom " to anyone, we may fairly doubt whether he had it.^ 
A. might reply that if all our public men are " laymen,** he need 
not be more than a layman himself to compete with them. But 
the real antagonists for whom an Athenian statesman needs to be 
more than a match are foreign powers, the Spartan and Persian 
kings. Both have the advantage of A. alike in descent, in careful 
preparatory training for their office,^ in wealth and resources.® 

* An echo of Protagoras, 327^ ? 

2 Cf. Gorgias, 474c. 

® Cf. Rep., 353^ if. 

* Cf. Protagoras, 319^, Meno. 946 (both echoed by Alo. /, iiS^r). 

^ The starting-point for the long and over-coloured picture of the educa- 
tion of a Persian king (which must be meant ironically) seems to be Aeschines, 
Fr. 8 (Dittmar), where Socrates ironically argues that Thcmistocles must 
have practised “ tendance of himself " before venturing to match himself 
with Xerxes. The development of this hint in our dialogue seems to reflect 
Xenophon’s romance of the Education of Cyrus (itself possibly influenced by 
the Cyrus of Antisthenes). Plato’s view {Laws, 684) is that no Persian prince 
ever receives any " education ” at all. So far I should accept the conclusions 
of H. Dittmar, but I am wholly sceptical of his further theory that the 
real object of Ale. I is to discountenance the preference of Eastern theosophy, 
represented by Zoroaster, to Hellenic philosophy. 

* Note that the statements of the dialogue about the wealth of Sparta 
would only be true for the period between the surrender of Athens to Lysandcr 
and the battle of Leuctra. They are not true for the supposed date of the 
conversation. 
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If one is to compete with snch rivals, the first lesson to be learned 
must be knowledge of self " (the lesson of not underrating your 
opponent.) 

How, then, must we set to work on the " care (emfxaEia) of 
ourselves ? We wish to be as good as possible at the goodness of a 
xaXoQ xdyaddg, that is, of a </)Q6vifiog, a man of sound judgement in 
all things. About what things do the xaloi xdyaBoi^ the “ virtuous 
show this sound judgment ? A. says, in capacity to command 
men who associate with one another to transact the business of 
civic life (125c), or more briefly, " men sharing in the constitu- 
tional rights and functions of citizenship '' (125^^). The statesman’s 
TBx'*^ri is evpovXla, “excellence in counsel respecting the conduct and 
safety of the State.** This safety depends on the existence of cpMi, 
or more precisely, ofiovoia, “ oneness of mind ” between the citizens ; 
not the '* oneness of mind *’ secured by the arts of number, weight 
and measure, but the kind of oneness of mind ” which makes men 
agree ** in a house ** and is the basis of family affection. Such 
agreement implies that both parties to it have a ** mind of their 
own,** and so differs from any arrangement by which one party 
leaves a matter of which he is himself wholly ignorant to the sole 
discretion of the other. That is not what is meant when justice 
is said to be ** minding your own business and leaving others to 
mind theirs ** {12yd). (The exposition at this point shows traces 
of a confusion one would not expect in Plato.) 

Again (the transition is oddly abrupt), what is *' care for a 
man's self ** ? With some needless elaboration, we reach the result 
that to care for a thing means to make it better, and that we cannot 
tell what will make a thing better unless we know what the thing 
is. So our question becomes **What is the self?** (128a). It is 
argued at length that an agent is never identical with the tools he 
uses. All of us are constantly using our hands, eyes, members 
generally, as tools. The body is thus an instrument used, and 
therefore cannot be the agent who uses the instrument. The real 
self, the agent which “ uses ** and “ commands *' the body, must 
be the xpvyrj, and the true definition of man is that he is a “ soul 
using a body** ^ (130c,) “ Know thyself,** then, means " know thy 

** ; sophrosyne, the true self-knowledge, must be different 
from any of the “ arts " which " tend ** our bodies or our posses- 
sions. And to be in love with another's body is not to be in love 
with him. (His body is not really his " person.**) 

The great business of life is "self-knowledge," the "care ** of 
ourselves (1320).^ Now the eye can see itself only by looking at 
its reflection. So the soul can "see itself ** only by either gazing 
at another man's soul, particularly at " that region of it where the 

* In refutation of the allegation that this definition, always insisted on 
by the Neo-Platonists, is " not platonic,*' Raeder properly refers to Phaedo, 
iiSC-d. 

* Cf. the reference to 4irifU\eia of the self in Aeschines, Fr. 8. 
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goodness of a soul is to be found,** or contemplating God, a mirror 
of perfection brighter than any human soul.^ We get to know 
ourselves truly by knowing God (133^). Until we know ourselves, 
we cannot know what is good for ourselves, for other men, for the 
State. Without such knowledge, a man’s career will be disastrous 
to himself and the public (134a). Thus, the true prosperity of a 
city depends not on its navy, but on its virtue (1346).* The states- 
man must impart goodness to his countrymen, and he cannot 
impart what he has not. It must be his first concern to get good- 
ness by looking to God." Freedom, the power to make one’s 
will supreme, is a bad thing for the ignorant ; it leads them to 
disease, shipwreck, moral ruin. Until one has acquired goodness, 
servitude to a better, not being " one’s own master,’’ is the condition 
which r)efits one. 

Alcihiades IL A poor production, stamped as not Plato's by 
its style, by manifest imitations of Alcihiades /, and, as has generally 
been admitted since Boeckh, by a definite allusion to one of the 
Stoic " paradoxes.’’ ^ 

The subject is Prayer. The writer seems to take his cue either 
from the passage of the Memorabilia where Xenophon, who may 
himself be thinking of tlie closing words of the Phaedrus, says that 
Socrates " used to ask the gods simply to give him good things, 
since they know best what things are good," and thought it perverse 
to ])ray “ for gold or silver, or a tyranny, and things of that kind," ^ 
or possibly from Laws, 68gc~e, where the speaker expresses the same 
vi(‘w. A. is about to pray. Now, some prayers are granted, others 
are not. So a man should be careful not to ask what is bad for 
him ; his god might happen to be in a giving mood and take him 
at his word, as happened to Oedipus.^ A. says, Oedipus was 
notoriously " a mere lunatic." This raises a problem. " Lunatic " 
is the contrary of " sane." But mankind may be divided into two 
classes which allow of no tcrtiuni quid, the men of sound 

judgement, and the d<f)Qore<;, men of unsound judgement. On the 

* The argum(.*nt presupposes the doctrine of the Laws which identifies 
God with the 

® A plain allusion to the language of Gorgias, 519/7, a passage which seems 
to lie in the writei s mind all through his own account of " i>ophrosyne and 
just ice.” 

•’ On these points see Stallbaum’s Introduction to his Commentary on the 
dialogue, and for remarks on the language, C. Ritter {Untersuchungen, 88-89), 
wlio accepts Stallbaum's objections to several words and phrases, but owns 
that the dialogue, would not be condemned by his own stylometric tests — 
a signilicant contession. 

* Xenophon, Mtm. i. iii. 2, rjOycro 5^ vph% ro^s 6tov^ dTrXws Tayadii Siddrai, 
u'f rods Ofods KdWiara clSuras oTrota ayaOd lari. This perhaps explains why the 
dialogue was attributed by some persons to Xenophon (Athenaeus, 5o6e), 
with w’hose manner it has no affinity. 

* Who prayed that his sons might divide their inheritance by the sword. 
The writer follows the version of the story which accounts for the imprecation 
as due to mere insanity. Cf. Frs. 2 and 3 of the Thehais, often regarded 
in antiquity as " Homeric.” 
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principle that "one term has one, and only one, opix)site,’* it looks 
as though this means that all men, except tlic lew (f)ii 6 vifioi, arc 
lunatics. But this thesis can hardly be sound ; if all men wore 
lunatics, we could not mix with them, as we do, with safety to life 
and limb. (Thus the writer knows, and goes out of his way to 
attack, the Stoic tenet that ndq every one but the 

ideal " sage " is out of his wits.) We may urge that there are many 
bodily ailments, many trades ; but no invalid has all the diseases, 
no tradesman follows all the trades, at once. So there are many 
degrees of " want of sense," from mere dullness to stark lunacy, and 
so lack of judgement must not be equated with lunacy (138^-140^^). 

The (jiQovifjiot are those who know “ what is proper to do and 
say." I'hc < 5 </>(>oveg do not know this, and so unintentionally do 
and say what they should not. Oedipus does not stand alone 
in this. If a god appeared to Alcibiades himself and offered to make 
him autocrat of Athens, or Hellas, or Europe, A. would probably 
think he was offered a great boon. Yet the power and splendour 
of the position would be no true boon to one who had not the 
knowledge how to use it. A tyranny may pro\T fatal to the reci- 
pient, as was the case with the murderer of Archelaus ; he was 
himself murdered after a reign of three days.^ Many Athenian 
citizens have been undone by attaining high olfice ; children may 
prove a curse to those who have prayed for them. Th e poet who asks 
Zeus simply to give him what is good and withhold what is bad, 
even if he asks it, speaks like a wise man (i4o^~i43a). Whal ignorance 
is thus shown to be so bad for us ? Some ignorance may be better 
for us than knowledge. If A. — the example is un-Platonic in its 
bad taste — formed a murderous design on his guardian Pericles, it 
would be heller that he should lose the power of recognizing Pericles 
when he meets him. Knowledge of other things, not accompanied 
by knowledge of good, is most often harmful. It is better not to 
know how to do a thing, unless you also know whether it is good 
to do that thing. Mere professional skill does not make men (jiQovifioi ; 
the national life of a society of " professional experts " destitute 
of the knowledge of good would not be admirable (143/^-! 46^^). 
Most men have not the knowledge which would tell them wln tlnu 
what they do " skilfully " (nQox^QO)<;) is really beneficial. So it 
is better that the " many " should neither have nor fancy them- 
selves to have a professional skill which they would be sure to 
misuse. Hence the importance of knowledge of good in private 
and public life. If it is wanting, the fresher the breezes of fortune 
blow, the graver the peril. Homer hinted at this when he said of 
Margites that he " knew a lot of things, but knew them all badly** 
(I436-I47«).* 

' This is a bad anachronism, since Archelaus was killed in 399 , some 
years after the death of Alcibiades, who is a mere boy in the dialogue. 

* TToW* i)iriffra.T0 Hpya, /ra/cws 5’ rirrlffraTO ndpra. The forced interpretation 
of KaKU}^ as “to his own hurt ’’ looks like an imitation of the whimsicalities 
of Socrates’ exposition of Simonides in the Protagoras i 
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A. now thinks that he would not jump blindly at the offer of a 
tyranny/' and approves the wisdom of the unnamed poet whom 
Socrates had quoted. The Spartans, Socrates adds, show a like 
wisdom. Their only public prayer is a brief petition for xaXa en 
dyadoic, the honestum et honum. There is a tale that the Athenians 
once asked the oracle of Ammon why Heaven favours the Spartans 
who, in spite of their wealth, are niggardly with sacrifices, more 
than the liberal Athenians.^ The oracle answered that the Spartan 
ev(j)rifila — by which it presumably meant the decency of the prayer 
just mentioned — is more pleasing than all burnt-offerings. In the 
same spirit the gods rejected the costly offerings of Priam. They 
are not to be bribed, and they look at our souls, not our gifts 
(148^- 150ft). 

A. would do well, then, to postpone his prayer until he has 
learned to pray aright. But who will teach him ? “ Your sincere 

well-wisher," says Socrates, " but there is a mist which must first 
be removed from your soul." A. rewards these words of encourage- 
ment by " crowning " Socrates with the garland he had meant to 
wear while praying, and Socrates fatuously accepts the compliment. 
(A tasteless reminiscence of the Platonic playful " crowning " of 
Socrates by the drunken Alcibiadcs, Sympos. 2i^d-e.) 

The very poor dialogue is dependent on, and therefore later 
than, Alcibiadcs I. Besides the echoes already mentioned, we 
note that the fimvo/iEvov dvOgconov of 138a 6, said of Oedipus, is 
a verbal imitation of the use of the same phrase, "a mere lunatic," 
with reference to Alcibiades' own brother at Ale, I, 118^ 4. The 
ill-managed fiction of the god who offers A. the " tyranny " of 
Athens, Hellas, or luirope, is founded on what is said more naturally 
of A.’s own day-dreams at Ale. I, io$h-c. 

It is still more significant that the discussion of the Stoic 
“ paradox " is forcibly dragged into the argument at its very open- 
ing. Oedipus is mentioned merely to give an opening for the 
remark that he was " crazy," and the nominal main argument 
is kept standing still while Socrates goes off at a tangent to discuss 
the irrelevant question whether all unwise persons are " crazy " too. 
The writer thus betrays the fact that his real concern is to attack 
the Stoics. This shows that he is not writing before some date 
when Stoicism was already in existence, i.e. not before the early 
del ades of the third century. In the time of Arcesilaus, president 
of the Academy from 276 to 241 B.C., anti-Stoic polemic became the 
main business of the school. It does not necessarily follow that the 
polemic may not have begun rather earlier. 

Linguistic considerations do not take us far. Stallbaum pro- 
duces a respectable " haul " of alleged non-Platonic words and 
phrases, but forgets that many of these may only go to show that 
the writer was a poor stylist, without throwing any light on his 

^ The reference to Spartan wealth is another anachronism, taken pretty 
obviously from Ale, I. 
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date, while, in one or two cases, the text is not certainly sound. 
No great weight can be attached to his point that the use of the 
word /nEyaUywx^^g at 140C for a “ megalomaniac is singular. This 
might well be a polite euphemism — it is given as one — in any age. 
It is urged that the plural oi 5 ( 5 feW^ is found twice (148^, e). But 
the same form occurs also in Plato (Eiithydemus, 3o^d, Timacus, 
20b, Ep. vii. 344«) and in Isocrates, and I take its double appearance 
in a single half-page of Ale. II to be due to conscious imitation. 
The forms dTToxgtOfjvai oiSafiev (141 142^^) are definitely not 

classical Attic, ^ but the majority of the Academy were never Athe- 
nians. Aristotle, for example, w^as an Ionian and constantly 
betrays the fact by his vocabulary. Too much has been made of 
the employment (t40«, 150c) of rvxdv in the advcTbial sense of 
perhaps.** This is not usual in good classical Attic, but there is 
at least one example in Isocrates. 2 By compari.son with such early 
specimens of the as the extant remains of Epicurus, Ale. II 
might almo.st be called Attic. Hence I think it should not be 
confidently dated too late in the third century. It may belong to 
any time soon after the first rise of Stoicism. 

Amatores (or Rivales. The title is 'EgaaraL in the famous MSS. 
BT, ^Avregaaral in the margin of B). 

The scena is the school of the reading-master Dionysius, said 
by Diogenes and others (D.L. iii. 5) to have been Plato’s own first 
teacher. Two boys are disputing, apparently on a point of geo- 
metry. Socrates is told by the lover ** of one of them that they 
are ** chattering philosophy '* about “things on high ** (rd /zmfeupa). 
The tone of the remark leads him to ask whether philosophy is a 
thing to be ashamed of. The “ lover’s ” rival is surprised that 
Socrates should act so much out of character as to put this question 
to a man who leads the life of a voracious and sleepy athlete. This 
new speaker is a votary of " music,*' as the other is of gymnastic.** 
His opinion is that philosophy is so divine a thing that a man must 
be less than human if he disprizes it. But what is this “ philo- 
sophy *' ? “ What Solon meant when he spoke of ‘ learning some- 

thing fresh every day of one's life *.*’ ® Yet, is it so clear that 
philosophy is simply identical with multifarious learning ? * We 
are used to think that philosophy is for the soul what exercise is 
for the body. If so, ** polymathy ** must be the mental counterpart 
of noXvnovia, excessive exertion, and it may be doubted whether 
this latter is a good thing. The cultivated “lover** feels bound, 

^ The first may be a vulgarism, the second is Ionic. Yet before the time 
of the New Comedy oldas is found once in Eurii)ides, once (probably) in 
Xenophon ; oldanev once in Antiphon (the orator), once (probably) in 
Xenophon. 

* Isocr. iv. 1 71, Tvxiit' y^p n awerripavav. Cf. Xenoph., A nab. vi. l, 
20 , vofu^v . . . Tvx^v 5t Kal dyciftou rivo% Slv atno^ry arpaTL^ ytv^aOai. 

* Solon, Fr. 2, yrfpdaKU) 8 ' aUi iroWa 8 i 8 a.<TK 6 ixevo^. 

* iroXvfiaOia (133c). The allusion is to Heraclitus, Fr. 16 (By water), iroXv' 
/ia&l 7 ] v 6 oy QV SiddaKU. 
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as a fair-minded man, to allow that TroXvnovia may be good, though 
the admivssion goes against his personal bias. His “ athletic ** 
rival takes a different view. As all experts know, it is “ moderate ** 
exertion which keeps the body fit ; even a hog has the sense to 
understand that. In that case, may we not argue by analogy that 
it is not excessive but moderate “studies” {fiadrjjuaTa) that are 
good for the soul ? This question leads straight up to another : 
Who is the expert who determines what is the right measure in the 
matter of studies ? 

Again, what studies would a true lover of wisdom regard as 
most important ? The “ musician ” says, “Those which will win 
you tlu? highest reputation.” A philosopher should be at home in 
the “ theorick ” of all the professions, or at least, of those which 
an* in high consideration, though he should not stoop to meddle 
with their manual part. He should know them as the “ master- 
build(“i “ ^ knows his business (i35f>-c). But can a man be really 
jaotu'ient in the theor}^ of two professions at once ? Only if we 
concede that the philosopher need not have the “ finished ” know- 
ledge of a great specialist, but such an amateur’s knowledge as will 
enable him to follow the discourse of the specialist intelligently 
and form a sound judgement on it. That means, says Socrates, 
the philosopher is to the great specialist what a “ pentathlist ” is 
to a first-rate boxer or wrestler. He is not supre me in any one 
speciality, but a good second-rate man in several (i;^ 6 a). As he is 
not subdued to any speciality, he is not circumscribed by any.^ 
But what is the ^ood of his philosophy ? We do not want to trust 
a second-rate pliysician when we are ill, nor a second-rate navigator 
when we are in danger on the sea. If the philosopher is first-rate 
at nothing, life has no place for him ; this seems fatal to the con- 
ception of him as an all-round “ intelligent amateur ” (137ft). 

Let us make a fresh start. In the case of our domestic animals, 
there are two sides to the professions which “ tend ” them. The 
exj)ert knows a good horse or dog from a bad one better than other 
men ; he also “ disciplines,” or “ corrects ” («oAaC«), the animals 
under his care. What “ art ” similarly “ corrects ” human beings ? 
Justice, the “ art ” of the dicast ; hence we should presume that 
the practitioners of this art also know a good man from a bad one. 
I he layman in the art is ignorant even of himself, does not know 
the true state of his own soul. This is why we say that he has not 
sophrosyne ; by consequence, to have sophrosyne will mean to be a 
practitioner of the art we have just called justice, the art of true 
self-knowledge. We call this art sophrosyne because it teaches us 
to know ourst'lves, and also justice, because it teaches us to “ cor- 
rect ” what we discover to be amiss (138ft). Since the life of society 

‘ A tell-tale allusion to Poliiicus, 2 $ge tf. ? 

* I his reminds one of the unnamed person described at the end of the 
huthydemus as being on the border-line l^tween politics and philosophy (see 
supra, p. 101). I suspect the writer means to recall that passage. 
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is kept sound by the employment of this ** correction/' we may also 
call this same self-knowledge “ politics," the art of the stat(\sman, 
or, when it is practised by one man for the whole community, the 
art of the king, or even of the autocrat (rvQavt'og). It is the same 
art which is exercised on a smaller scale in regulating a household. 
So we may say that the " master," the householder, the statesman, 
the king, the autocrat are all specialists in an " art " whose true 
name is indifferently sophrosyne or justice. The expert in this art 
is the person whose discourse a philosopher must be able to follow, 
and on whose results he must be able to pass a sound judgement 
(138^/). What is more, the philosopher ought to be himself a 
first-rate practitioner of it (ib. e), and this disposes of the attempt 
to identify the philosopher with the all-round connoisseur. 

The purpose of the little work is clearly to set tlic Platonic con- 
ception of philosophy as the knowledge of th(' good, with its corol- 
lary, the identification of the true philosopher and the true king, 
in sharp contrast with the shallower conception of }>lnlosophy as 
" general culture." The great representative of this view of philo- 
sophy in Attic literature is Isocrates,^ and I think HQdarm may 
fairly be described as a pleasing essay on the suj)eriority of the 
philosophy of the Academy to the thing called by the same name 
in the school of Isocrates. This may have some bearing on the 
date of the composition. The tension between Isocrates and the 
Academy seems to have reached its maximum in the last years of 
Plato's life, when Aristotle was coming into prominence as a rival 
teacher of " rhetoric." It is natural to regard our dialogue as a 
contribution to the Academic side of the controversy, a view borne 
out by the complete absence of all linguistic traces of later date. 
The explicit recognition of the " tyrant " as a practitioner of 
" sophrosyne and justice " indicates a more favourable view of 
" personal rule " than anything to be found in Plato. Unless it 
is to be taken as mere irony, it seems to imply that the writer 
regards an autocracy as a fait accompli of which he definitely 
approves. He also retains the demand that the philosopher ought 
to be himself a " ruler," disregarding the modified view of the Laws, 
where the philosopher acts as the sovereign's adviser and coadjutor. 
May we infer that he is unacquainted with the Laxifs and therefore 
presumably writing before their circulation ? * The facts would, 

^ Burnet, Greek Philosophy, Part I, 215. 

* See the remarks of Jaeger, Aristoteles, 53-60, on the relation between 
Aristotle’s Protrepticus and [Isocr.] I. The Panathenaicus of Isocrates is a 
contribution to the controversy ; the " sophists ” of whom he complains 
there as rivals and critics are unmistakably the Academy. I suggest that 
the ’FapacraL belongs somehow to the same ” war of pamphlets.” There is 
a remark ascribed (D.L. ix. 37) to Thrasylus that ciTrep oL’Ai^rrpatrTttl llXdrwi'is 
eltri, the " lover ” to whom Socrates makes the suggestion that the philo- 
sopher is a kind of “ pentathlist,” must be Democritus. This, as it stands, 
is nonsense. Perhaps Thrasylus really said, what is true, that Democritus 
was the kind of " all-round man ” whom Socrates has in view I think with 
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I think, fall into line if we supposed the writer to be connected 
with the x\cademic group formed, at the end of Plato's life, at 
Assos under the protection of the converted " tyrant " Hermias of 
Atarneus. I offer this suggestion for whatever it may be worth. 

Theages. The main object of the work seems to be to relate a 
number of anecdotes about Socrates' “ sign." Theages, son of 
Demodocus (perhaps the general of the year 425-4 mentioned at 
Thuc. iv. 75), is twice named in Plato (Apol. 33^/, Rep, 4966). 
From these references we learn that he suffered from delicate 
health and was dead in 399. According to the Republic, he 
might have been lost to philosophy but for the invalidism which 
kept him out of public life. In the Theages he is a mere lad whose 
future destination is giving his father some anxiety. There is 
no indication of dramatic date except that in 127^, apparently 
verbally (‘choed from Apol. ige. Prodicus, Polus and Gorgias are 
all assumed to be present in Athens. The piece can hardly be 
said to have an argument. Demodocus thinks that nothing would 
prepare his s(3n for a great career so well as association with Socrates. 
But, says S., my young friends do not always benefit by my society ; 
everything depends on the " divinity." My " sign " sometimes 
interferes, and it is always lost labour to disregard it. Charmides 
neglected my advice not to train for the foot-race at Nemea and 
had reason to be sorry for it. Timarchus insisted on leaving a 
dinner-party to keep an engagement in defiance of the " sign." 
The " engagement " was, in fact, to assist in an assassination, 
and Timarchus afterwards confessed, on the way to execution, that 
he had done wrong to disregard my warnings. The " sign " also 
predicted the great public disaster at Syracuse. Aristides, grandson 
of the great Aristides, made famous progress while he was with 
me, but, in a short absence, forgot all he had learned, though 
Thucydides (the grandson of Pericles' opponent) was associating 
with me to his great advantage. Aristides explained that he had 
never directly learned an)d:hing from me, but found his own intelli- 
gence mysteriously aided by being in the same room with me. 

All through this conversation there are recognizable borrowings 
from the Platonic dialogues. The " sign " is described {i2Sd) in 
actual words of Apol. ; the statement that it warned S. 
that some lads would not benefit by his company is taken from 
Thcaetet. i$ia, and the anecdote about the boys Aristides and 
Thucydides has been constructed by combining that passage with 
the Laches, where these two lads are introduced to S. by their 
fathers. There is an allusion to the usurpation of Archelaus [12^) 
v^hich verbally reproduces Gorg. ^yod. Theages, like the young 

Grote that the words direp kt\. need not indicate any doubt of the genuine- 
ness of the dialogue. They may quite well mean, “ Since, as every one 
knows, the work is Plato’s.” The object may be to argue that Plato has 
made Socrates allude to Democritus. This would be a retort to the charge 
that Plato ignores Democritus out of envy (D.L. iii. 25). 
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Alcibiades of Ale. /, would like to be a Tvgavvog, and so, 1 am sure,*' 
he says, “ would you, or any one else " (J2y). All these i)assages 
are ultimately borrowings from Gorg. 469c. There is one glaring 
anachronism, a reference to the mission of Thrasylus to Ionia in 
the year 409T Since the Republic manifestly speaks of Theages 
as a grown man, the reference to the Sicilian disaster is probably 
a second. The curious theory of 129^ ff. that the “sign “ could 
infect the associates of S. with intelligence is unlike anything in 
Plato, but we may take it as indicating Academic authorship that, 
in spite of its wonderful stories, the Theages agrees with Plato against 
Xenophon that the “ sign ** gave no positive recommendations 
(128^^). 

Stallbaum * had a theory which would bring the Theages down 
to a very late date. He argues that the opening for its comjx)sition 
was provided by the words of Theaetet. i$od, where Socrates says 
that those of his young friends to whom God permits it " [olajieQ dv 6 
Oedg Tiageixfi) make great progress. Our writer wrongly supposed 
that God " here means the “ sign," which has nothing to do with 
the matter. This shows that he was influenced by the Stoic faith 
in prophecies, divination and omens. We know from Cicero ^ that 
Antipater of Sidon, a Stoic of c. 150 b.c., related curious tales about 
the " divination " of Socrates, and may infer that the stories of 
the Theages come from him. Hence the work is not earlier than 
150 B.c. Stallbaum reinforces this argument by producing a 
longish list of suspicious words and phra.ses. 

I see no force in this reasoning, which starts with a bad blunder. 
Stallbaum has forgotten the statement of the Theaetetus 
about the warnings of the " sign " which is our author's real starting- 
point. There is no misunderstanding of the Theaetetus in the 
Theages. Also it is antecedently just as likely that the Theages 
is one of the sources from which Antipater " collected " his tales 
as that it is drawing on him. In fact, a Stoic would not be likely 
to be satisfied with Plato's account of the merely inhibitory 
character of the "sign." Xenophon's version of the matter, 
which makes the " sign " give positive guidance, is much more 
in keeping with Stoic theories about " the divinity." Hence I 
hold that the fidelity of the Theages to Plato on this point is definite 
evidence against the presence of Stoic influence. The linguistic 
arguments are also nugatory. Some of the expressions to which 
Stallbaum took objection are actually Platonic, others are mere 
examples of a slightly turgid diction.* On the evidence I think it 

^ For this mission see Xenoph., Hellenica, i. 2, i. 

* See his Introduction and Commentary. 

* Cicero, de Diuinatione, I. liv. 123, permulta collecta sunt ab Antipatro 
quae mirabiliter a Socrate divinata sunt. 

* He objects to gLuvai, though Plato ha.siPL(aaav,gi(!^, pi-vVi ^lud even /hworat ; 
to T€Kfji.a.lp€(TSai airb rti'os efs n (a phrase directly imitated from Theaetet. 206b 7) ; 
to TTOLovimai 5 €iv 6^ elvai. an odd expression but paralleled, perhaps, Rep. 5Sid 
10 (where the tl oitltfieffa of editors is a correction of the MSS. irotw^^a.) 

18 
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most probable that the dialogue is the work of an Academic of the 
last third of the fourth century, a man of the type of Xeriocrates, 
(president of the Academy 339-314 B.C.). Xenocrates was notori- 
ously interested in “ daemons and seems to have been the original 
authority, or one of them, for the later l^latonist lore on the subject. 
The Theages is the very sort of thing we might expect from his 
circle.^ Its chief interest for us lies in the probability that some 
of its anecdotes may have come down from men who had actually 
seen Socrates, and thus may reflect the impression his oddities 
made on contemjx)raries. Perhaps it is un-PI atonic that the 
Theages ToipTcsent^ the 6 aifi 6 viov atjfielov as leading Socrates to check 
the acts of other persons. There is no parallel for this in any 
certainly genuine (iialogue. 

Hipparchus. By general admission the language and diction 
of the dialogue are excellent fourth-century Attic, not to be really 
discriminated from the authentic work of Plato. This should 
put Stallbaum's view that it is a clever late imitation out of court. 
That might have been possible after the rise of “ Atticism,** but not 
(‘arlier. I shall discuss Boeckh*s unlucky speculation on the author- 
ship later on. 

Socrates and an unnamed friend are considering the question 
what avarice (or greed, rd <l)dox€QdeQ) is and who is the avaricious 
or greedy man (the (l>doxeQ(Wi(;), The first and obvious answer is 
** A greedy man is one who is not above making a profit from an 
unworthy source ** (ajro r<bv fitnUvoQ d^iwv). But a man who expects 
to make a profit from what he knows to be worthless must surely 
be silly, whereas we think of the greedy not as silly, but as “ cunning 
knaves,** "‘slaves of gain *' who know the baseness of the source 
and yet are not ashamed to make the profit. Here there is a diffi- 
culty. He who knows when and where it is “ worth while ** to 
plant a tree, or perform any other operation, is always some kind 
of expert. And an expert would not expect to make a profit out 

(And in the Theages it is quite possible that we ought to read irpoa- 
TToioi'pai.) He objects to the use of irpotrayopeutiv in the sense of “ to 
name,” which is justified by parallels at Sophist. 2510, Polit. 2gie. Phileb. 
i2c, 54a, and the phrase dp/j-ara Kv^epvdv, a mere piece of ” Gorgianism ’* 
with a close parallel in Laws, 641a 2. The only really suspicious word in his 
list is iSioXoyflaOai, apparently used nowhere else before Philo Judaeus. 
Put as the noun iSioXoyia occurs in Epicurus, three centuries before Philo, 
the suspicion does not amount to much. Ritter {Untersuchungen, 94) finds 
the mannerisms in agreement with Plato’s earlier style, though inconceivable 
in a dialogue later than the Theaetetus, on which the Theages is dependent. 

^ See also H. Brunnccke, de Alcihiade II, qui fertur Platonis (Gottingen, 
1912), 1 1 3. H. Diltmar {Aeschines von Sphettos, 64) thinks of Hcraclides 
of Pontus and his friends, which comes to much the same thing. 

• This is not in Plato's manner. Apart from the purposely anonymous 
chief speakers in the Sophisies-Poliiicns and Laws, he only introduces unnamed 
eratpoi as persons to wdiom Socrates reports the conversation (e.g. in the 
Protagoras), never as interlocutors in the dialogue proper. It is also not 
his practice to name a dialogue after a character who is not an interlocutor, 
through Aeschines seems to have done this in his Miltiades. 
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of worthless material or by using worthless instruments, as we 
may readily convince ourselves by taking simple example^ This 
disposes of the suggestion that cleverness is part of the definition 
of the (l)i^ox€QdijQ. We try a second formula : the greedy are those 
who are insatiably eager for petly profits. (The emphasis now 
falls on the paltriness of the gain.) Still, they cannot be supposed 
to know how petty the profit is. Also, ex hyp. they are eager for 
the gain. Gain is the opposite of detrinumt , detriment is always 
an evil and therefore men are made worse by it, therefore it is always 
an evil (227^1, a singular argument in a circle). Gain, then, being 
the “ opposite ” of something which is always an evil, must always 
be a good. A man who loves gain is one who lov(‘s “ good,” as we 
all do. With the first definition it would seem that no one could 
be greedy, with the second that everyone must be greedy. If we 
try a third .suggestion, that the greedy man is one' who is not ” above ” 
making gain from sources to which the resj)ectable (ol yQ^arol, 22yd) 
will not stoop, it may still be replied that if it is true (a) that to 
make a gain is to be benefited [dipcXilaBai), and [h) that all men 
desire good, it must follow that the ” re.spectable ” are as much 
“ fond of all gain ” as others. And it would not help us to say 
that they do not desire to gain by that which will do them harm, 
or to make a wicked " gain. For to be harmed = to suffer loss 
of some kind, and it is meaningless to talk of losing by a gain ; 
and if gain is always good, how can there be any ” wicked ” gain ? 

Here the friend complains that Socrates is ” gulling ” him. But 
that, says S., would be a shocking act and would violate the precept 
of that good and wise man Hipparchus, the eldest of the Pisistra- 
tids. He introduced Homer’s poetry to Athens, regulated its 
recitation, patronized Anacreon and Simonides, all out of zeal for 
improving his fellow-citizens. For the country-folk he set up 
Hermae by the roads engraved with maxims intended to surpass 
the wisdom of the famous Delphian in.scriptions. One of tliese 
maxims was Mil OIAON ESA If A TA/* never gull a friend. ’ ’ A ficr the 
murder of this great and good man, his brother Hippias ruled like 
a tyrant, but so long as he lived, Athens enjoyed a golden age. 
The true story of his death is that Harmodius murdered him from 
jealousy because Aristogiton preferred the wisdom of Hi[)[)archus 
to his own.^ 

To return : we cannot give up any of our theses, but perhaps we 
might qualify one of them, the thesis that gain is always good. 
Perhaps some gain may be bad. But at least, gain is always gain, 
as a man, good or bad, is always a man. In a dc'finition we should 

> The story makes a deliberate point of contradicting the facts in every 
possible detail. It is thus certainly not meant to be taken .seriously, but 
should be regarded as a not quite successful attempt to recaj^ture the “ irony " 
of Plato's Socrates. Stallbaum’s denunciation of the homuncio who could 
make such a string of blunders is wasted. So is the labour of those who have 
gone to the passage for light on the “ Homeric problem.” The dialogue 
gets its name from this intercalated piece of awkward pleasantry. 
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indicate the common character of all gain, as we do that of all 
“ meats," wholesome or not, when we call them " solid nutriment " 
(iriQu TQO(f)Tj), We might try, as a last attempt, the definition that 
gain is “ anything acquired at no outlay, or an outlay less than 
what accrues from it." But we reflect that one might acquire 
an illness, not only at no expense, but by being feasted at another's 
expense, and yet this would not be a gain. If we add the qualifica- 
tion that the thing acquired must be a good, we shall be thrown back 
on a difficulty which has already given us trouble. And the words 
" with no outlay, etc." also have their difficulties.^ To make their 
meaning clear, we need to introduce the notions of value (d^la 2^id) 
and a standard of value. The profitable = the valuable, and the 
valuable = that of which the possession, or ownership, is valuable. 
But this seems to mean just the " beneficial " or "good." We 
have ended by equating " gain " with " good " a second time and 
are tlius balfl(‘d by the plain fact that there appear to be " wicked " 
gains which good men do not desire, and by the notorious common 
employment of (l>doxFgdt)i; as a term of reproach. 

The thoughts of the trifle are, all through, as Platonic as ib 
language, and, apart from the one awkward " circle " in the reason- 
ing, the main argument seems to me worthy of Plato in his more 
youthful vein. The interest shown in economic facts is thoroughly 
intelligent. The real evidence of non-Platonic authorship is, to 
my mind, the anonymity of the interlocutor and the inferiority and 
irrelevant length of what is meant to be the humorous interlude 
about Hipparchus. The dialogue should be assigned to an Academic 
of the earliest period with an excellent style and an intelligent 
interest in economics.^ 

Clitophon. The work is no more than a brief fragment, but 
raises interesting questions. Clitophon, a minor character in the 
Republic,^ is conversing with Socrates, who has been told that he is 
a great admirer of Thrasymachus, but inclined to be critical of 
Socrates himself. Clitophon explains his real position. He holds 
that as long as S. confines himself to preaching the need for " learn- 
ing justice " his discourse is most awakening. He is convincing, 

^ The point is that you might, e.g.y exchange gold for twice or four times 
its weight in silver and yet lose by the transaction, though you acquire a 
greater weight of metal (since the ratio of the value of gold to that of silver 
is 12 : i). 

* It stands “ stylometric " tests weU. C. Ritter {Untersuchungen, gi) 
thinks — or thought — ^its genuineness an open question. I agree with him 
that the writer has '* learned more than his style ” from Plato, and am content 
to believe that his work may actually have been read by Plato. 

3 He is mentioned there at 3276 in a way which suggests that he has 
come to the party in company with Thrasymachus. At ^^oa-b he says a 
few words urging that Thrasymachus shall be allowed “ fair play." Pre- 
sumably he is the Clitophon mentioned by Aristotle, *Adr}vai'u>v UoXiTcla, 34, 
as one of the more moderate supporters of the establishment of the 400 in 411 
B c , whose object was to return to the institutions of Clisthenes. Aristotle 
classes him with Theramenes, Archinus and Anytus. 
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again, when he is exposing the error of the belief that injustice is 
ever “ voluntary," ^ and the folly of trying to use what you have 
not yet learned how to use, or insisting that if a man does not 
know how to " use " his yjvxij, he would be better dead, or under the 
control of another who has this knowledge, wliich is the " art of 
the statesman." 2 (That is. Cl. accepts the whole of the theoretical 
Socratic ethics.) But when one has been converted to the necessity 
of " learning justice " and is anxious to set about the task, Socrates 
fails one. We may illustrate the nature of the failure thus. A 
medical man can do two things with his knowledge. He can make 
another man a medical specialist by imparting it ; over and above 
this, he can cure a patient. Socrates should not nnuely tell us 
that by " learning justice " we shall become specialists in the 
subject ; he should also explain what justice produces, as nu'dicine 
produces health in the patient (409ft). We want to know what 
" health of soul " is. Some say that the product of justice is the 
expedient [av^ptQov)^ some that it is the right (Mxaiov), some that 
it is the profitable (AvaireZoOv), or the beneficial {(hpEXifUiv). None 
of these answers — they arc taken from Rep. 336c--d where Thrasyma- 
chus says he will not be fobbed off with any of them as a definition 
— are very enlightening. An associate of S. has said that justice 
produces friendship {piUa) in cities. But he went on to say that 
some piMai, those with boys or animals, are not good. True piXla 
is Sfjidvoia, the concord of tw'o minds, and 6 /i 6 roia is a science 
(imorijfiti). The argument went no further, b(‘cause no one could 
explain what it is about which all just men are " of one mind." 
Clitophon referred the question to Socrates, who told him that 
justice makes us able to " do good to our friends and harm to our 
enemies." Yet, on being pressed, S. admitted that a " just " man 
will do no harm to any one.® It looks, then, as though one of two 
things must be true. Either Socrates has the same limitations as 
a man who can speak eloquently in praise of a science in which he 
is himself only a layman, or, more probably, Socrates did not 
choose to explain himself fully. Clitophon is sure he needs a 
physician of the soul, but, unless S. can do more for him than he 
has so far done, he will be left to fall into the hands of Thrasy- 
machus or another for practical treatment (4ioa~-e). 

It is not quite clear to what conclusion th(^ writer is leading up, 
but it should be plain that the apparent commendation of Thrasyma- 
chus at the expense of Socrates is ironical, (ditophon’s point is 
that unless Socrates can do more for him than simply preach on the 

^ 407^^-^?, where the allusion is to the treatment of this topic in the Prota- 
goras. 

* 407^ ff . The allusions seem to be to the " protreptic ” discourse of Socrates 
in the Euthydemus ; 408^? 3 seems to refer to the simile of the mutineers 
in the Republic itself (488a h.). 

* The allusion is to Rep. ‘^yia—d^ but there it is Polemarchus who offers 
the definition and Socrates who criticizes it on the very ground mentioned by 
Clitophon. 
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necessity of " tending the soul, he is in the position of a sick man 
in danger of falling into the hands of a confident quack.” I 
suspect that if the writer had gone on with his argument, Socrates 
would have been made to explain why the physician of the soul 
cannot simply give his ” patient ” a set of rules for moral regimen, 
why, in fact, morality is not a professional specialism. Such an 
argument would furnish a sound Academic commentary on the 
discourse between Socrates and Polemarchus in Rep. I. We might 
understand the piece better and, p(‘rhaps, discover sonK'thing about 
its origin, if we could be sure how to interpret the reference to the 
{.TaiQOQ of Socrates who maintained that ” justice ” produces ofidvoia 
in cities and that ofiovoia is a science.^ Since the passage cannot be 
explained out of the Republic itself, we clearly have here an allusion 
to some actual controversy ^ ; the very irrelevance of the thesis 
to its immediate context shows that the point is one to which the 
writer attaches importance. That this writer is not Plato seems 
to he j)rovcd by his manifest dependence on Republic, Euthydemus, 
Protagoras. There would, so far as I can see, be no linguistic diffi- 
culty in admitting Plato's authorship. Hence I should ascribe 
the piece to some fourth -century Academic.^ 

M inos. Like the H ipparchus, this dialogue gets its name from the 
introduction of an historical narrative ; the respondent is anon5mious. 
The question discussed is the nature of law, and the point is to be 
made that it is not of the essentia oi law to be a command. A law is 
the discovery [t\cvQmi^) of a truth, — the view common to all champions 
of ” et(‘nial and immutable ” morality. The piece opens, in an 
un-Platonic way, by a direct question from Socrates, “ What is 
law ? ” (The abruptness seems to be copied from the opening of 
the Meno, but then' the abrupt question is put into the mouth of 
Meno and is dramatically appropriate.) The answer given is that 
“the law” is a collective name for rd vofitU^ieva, the aggregate of 
” usages.” But this is like saying that sight (dtpig) is the aggregate 
of visibl(‘s {6gd}jueva). The statement, that is, tells us nothing about 
the formal character of the ” legal ” as such. A new definition is 

' That justice produces and o/idyoia is said at Rep. 35id by Socrates 
himself. 

* The question in what " goodness " makes men of one mind is, as we 
saw. raised in /., but the allusion cannot well be to that dialogue as Adam 
thought, since there is nothing there about the (/nXiai of “ boys and animals." 
H. Dittmar suggests Aristippus as the eraipo^ of S. intended. It seems 
improbable, however, that he wrote any THooKparLKoi \6yot. I fancy the 
guess is based on the fact that the tVatpos is said to be Koii\f/6s and the mis- 
taken identification of the KOf.i\f oi of the Philehiis with Cyrenaics. (piKLa was 
a standing topic with writers from the Academy ; Speusippus, Xenocrates, 
Aristotle all treated of it. 

^ See C. Ritter, Vntersuchurif^en, 93, who finds the language closely akin 
to that of the latest Platonic dialogues. Perhaps there may be an allusion 
to the view that b/xovota is an iinaTrjfxy) in Aristotle’s remark that agreement 
about astronomy is not bfidvoia since the sphere of " concord" is rd TpaKrd 
(of which there is no ixLor-qixrj, E.N. 1167a 25). E.E. 12366 2 fT., which has 
some remarks about with OtipLa, may allude to the same discussion. 
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offered ; a law is S6yfia nMeoig^ a pronouncement of tlu' community. 
[I,e. it is the cmthovity of the * sovereign which gives to “ use ** 
the formal character of law— the view of Hobbes and Austin.) 
S. treats this statement as equivalent to saying that a law is an 
opinion (^d^^a) of the community, and. in spite of the contemptuous 
comments of Stallbaum, the equation is a sound one. On the 
proposed definition, a law is an embodied “judgement'' of society, 
or its representative, the “sovereign." But we also hold that 
01 vofiifioi, “ respecters of law," and they only, are (Vxaun and that 
SiTcaioovvrj, regard for right, is good and preservas socitdy ; its 
contrary, dvofiin, disregard for law, is bad, and destroys society. 
Now a given enactment may be a “ had law." But how can a 
bad doyjuia 7i6?.e(OQ really be law, if law is what really exalts a nation ? 
It is suggested that we should define law as a sound judgement 
dd|a) of society. But here sound is a mere synonym 
for true, and truths are not manufactured but discovered. It seems, 
then, that formally a law is i^evgeaiQ too dvro;, a discovery about 
(moral) reality. This is the main point of the Minos, and it is a 
perfectly just one.^ 

What are we to say about the notorious divergences betwe^eii 
the laws of different communities or different generations ? One 
thing is clear ; no society ever fancies that right can rc'ally be 
wrong. A law not based on reality (to 6V) is an error about to 
vofunov. (It may be accepted as iaw, but it ought not to be so 
accepted.) And we see from the examples of medicine, agriculture 
and other arts that the laws of an art an' the regulations of the 
EmaTtjfuov, the man who has expert knowledge about some region 
of TO dv. So the true " laws " of civic life are the directions given 
by “ kings" and good men (the experts in moral knowledge), and 
therefore will not vary ; a mistaken direction has no right to be 
called “ law." 

Now, who knows how to “ distribute " (Sinvelf^iai) seeds to differ- 
ent soils properly ? The farmer who knows his business. 'Phe 
physician's “ distributions " of food and exercise are the right 
distributions for the body, the shepherd’s distributions the right 
ones for the flock. Whose distributions are the right ones for 
men's souls? I'hose of the king who knows his business.^ In 
ancient days, there were such “ divinely " wise experts in kingship, 
of whom Minos of Crete was one. The current story is that he 

* Cf. Sir F. Pollock, Spinoza,^ 304, " Law is not law merely becaiiso the 
State enforces it ; the State enforces it because it is law,” and the definition 
in the Institutes, iurisprudentia est divinarum et humanarurn rcrum notitia, 
iusti atquc iniusti scientia. 

There is here a conflation of the language of the Politicus about the 
king as tender of the human herd with that of Laws, 7130-71 4a, where v6/xos, 
“ law,” is playfully derived from in the sense to divide, distribute, 

assign, and law is said to be the ” assignment ” {diavofiii) made by vovs. 
The allusion to this passage explains the awkward double use of rofieus in 
the Minos as covering at once the meanings herdsman and dispenser. 
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was a savage tyrant, though his brother Rhaclamanthys is pro- 
verbial for righteousness. This is a mere calumny of Attic poets 
on a successful antagonist of Athens. Homer and Hesiod speak 
very differently. Homer says that Minos used to '' converse ” 
with Zeus every ninth year.^ Zeus was a superlative sophist and 
Minos his pupil. Rhadamanthys was not taught by Minos the 
whole art of royalty, but only how to do the understrapper’s ” 
share of the work.^ He and Talus — ^the iron man of the tale — 
policed Crete under Minos. Now what does the wise king “ dis- 
tribute ” to souls as the wise trainer distributes ” food and 
exercise to bodies ? If we find ourselves unable to say, we must 
confess that this inability to say what is good or bad for our souls 
is disgraceful. (Thus we end with the familiar point that a man's 
first duty is to get knowledge of good, to “ tend " his soul.) 

I'he t hought of t he Minos is Platonic ; not so Platonic is the eulogy 
of Minos, of whose institution the Laws speaks with some severity.® 
vSinc(‘ the use of tlie Laws is unmistakable, the date of composi- 
tion must be after Plato's death. This disposes of the unhappy 
suggestion of Boeckh that the Hipparchus and Minos, with two 
of the voOtvofievoi (de lusto, de Virtuie), are the work of the cobbler 
Simon, who was believed in later antiquity to have circulated 
“ notes ” (vnojiivrjfiara) of conversations held in his shop by Socrates 
(D.L. ii, 128). The language is really open to no exceptions.* 
Stallbaum's theory that the work is an Alexandrian forgery is 
excluded by the known fact that Aristophanes of Byzantium placed 
it in one of his trilogit^s." The right inference is not Stallbaum's, 
that Aristo})hanes brought the work into the Platonic canon, but that 
he found it tliere. The language points to a date after the death 
of Plato, but .still in the fourth century. Aristophanes and Thras- 
ylus both evidently regarded the Minos as a kind of “ introduction " 
to the Laws, The discrepancy between its estimate of Minos and 
Cn tan institutions and that of Laws, 1. shows that the piece can 
hardly have been intended .so. 

I subjoin here some brief notes on the contents of those among 

*An allusion to Imivs, 62^a~h. wlierc Homer's obscure phrase ivv^u)po% 
daf’inn'jK is rxjilaiiird in the same way. 

*’ The Uistinctitm between the kinp: and his " underling," as Boeckh and 
Stalll>aum saw, comes from ihe Politicus. The explanation given of the 
bad repiilt' of Minos is strictly true, in spite of Stallbaum’s ridicule. The 
\ morn of the A ttic versions of the legends about him and his family (Pasiphae, 
Phaedra, the Minotaur) is accounted for by the hostile relations between 
Attica and the prehistoric rulers of Cnossus. To the Athenian ear the name 
Minos suggested " chains and slavery." 

* At Laws, 6^od, the Cretan complains rbv vop.oB^r'qv rjfjLU)v dv o^dWo/jiev «s 
roer 7roa/;w vofioH^Tas. 

* See C. Ritter, Vntcrsuchungen, 92-93, though he holds that the style is 
more like tliat of the Gorgias than of any other dialogue. Stallbaum took 
oilence at the use of dpfWTreiv === convenire, to be fitting, at 314^, as only 
found elsewhere in Ep. viii. 356cf. But the author of Ep. viii. was Plato, 
and our writer is imitating him. 
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the Epistles of which I have given no account in the bod}^ of this 
book. 

I. By an unknown and turgid writer to an unknown recipient, 
who seems to be, virtually at least, an autocrat. The writer has 
long held the highest agxai in “ your city,*’ and has had to shoulder 
the odium of false steps taken against his advice. He has now 
been dismissed with contumely, and so washes his hands of the 
city ** and returns an insultingly small sum of money sent him 
for his present expenses. The situation answers to none in the 
life of Plato, nor, so far as one can see, in that of Dion, to whom 
Ficinus wished to transfer the authorship. Yet the style seems 
fourth-century, and its total unlikeness to that of all the other 
Epistles shows that we can hardly be dealing with a delilxTate 
forgery meant to pass as Plato’s. If the “city” is S\Tacuse, the 
writer might be a Syracusan who has been sent into actual or 
virtual banishment and therefore poses as no longer a citizen. But 
why does he write in Attic ? Or is our text a transcription into 
Attic ? (I have sometimes thought of the historian Philistus - 
who had been sent into virtual exile at Adria by Dionysius I but 
returned at his death and was the chief opponent of Dion- as a 
possible author.^) 

V. Plato to Perdiccas of Macedonia. A letter reconimcmding 
Euphraeus of Oreus as a ix)litical adviser. Constitutions, like 
animals, have their distinctive “ notes ** ; liuphraeus is skilh'd in 
the knowledge of these, and would not be likely to recommend 
measures “ out of tune ” with monarchy. An unfriendly critic 
might discount the recommendation by urging that its author has 
not even caught the “ note ’* of the democracy in which he lives. 
But the truth is that “ Plato was born too late in the day ” for his 
country to listen to advice which he would have rejoiced to give. 
Objections to the letter will be found in the works of C. Ritter and 
R. Hackforth,2 but seem to me trivial. I cannot think Plato, who 
wrote the Politicus and played the part he did at Syracuse, would 
have thought it unreasonable to give advice to a Macedonian king, 
and the influence of Euphraeus with Perdicc as is attested as a fact. 
(Athenaeus 506^?.) The attacks on the v(Ty intelligible languages 
about tlie “ notes ** of different constitutions seem to rest on the 
arbitrary assumption tliat the writer must be recalling and mis 
understanding the words of Rep. 493^1— ^ about the cries of the demo 
cratic helua. Ritter can urge nothing against the language, which 
he regards as very much like that of Ep. iv. j he gives away his 
whole case, to my mind, by suggesting that v. is a genuine^ letter 

* The same suggestion is thrown out by L. A. Post, Thirteen Epistles of 

Plato 130, but rejected on the ground that the writer appears not to a 
citizen of Syracuse. As explained above, I think this inconclusive. But 
wh V should Philistus write in Attic ? , , - , , , / 

* C. Ritter, Neue Untersuchungen, 327-398. R. Hackforth, Authorship of 

the Platonic Epistles, 73 - 75 - 
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of Speusippus. [I.e, his real reason for denying it to Plato is 
that he cannot rid his mind of the notion that Plato must have 
been above " corresponding with a Macedonian king. I think 
Plato understood the political situation better than this.) The 
letter, if genuine, falls some time in the reign of Perdiccas (365- 
360 B.C.). 

VI. Plato to Hermias, Erastus and Coriscus. The two young 
Academics (Coriscus is Aristotle's friend whose name figures so 
often in his “ logical examples ") are introduced to Hermias, who 
had made himself " tyrant " of Atameus and was soon to be the 
patron of Aristotle, as well as the first martyr in the Hellenic 
“ forward movement " against Persia. He needs confidants of 
high character ; the two young men have character and intelligence, 
but need an dfxwrix^ Svvafug, a protector," whom they can find 
in him. The writer hopes that his letter will lay the foundation 
for an intimate friendship. We are not likely to hear any more 
of the " spuriousness " of vi. since the vigorous defence of it by 
Wilamowitz in his Platon and the throwing of a flood of light on 
the philosophical and political importance of the " Asiatic branch " 
of the Academy at Assos by Jaeger.^ The letter is valuable as 
showing that the foundation of the " colony " at Assos was under- 
taken in Plato's lifetime and on his initiative. The letter must 
bt'long to the last years of his life. 

IX. Plato to Archytas. Archytas has complained of the heavy 
burdens and anxieties of public life. He should remember that our 
country and our family have both as much claim on our thought 
and our time as our personal concerns. ^ A promise is made to 
care for a young man named Echecrates, from regard to Archytas 
no less than on his own and his father's account. No one has 
alleged anything suspicious in the language of ix. The difficulty 
which has been made about the youth of Echecrates arises from the 
assumption that he is the man of that name who appears in the 
Phaedo. Archer-Hind rightly called attention in his edition of the 
dialogue to the mention of an Echecrates of Tarentum, the city of 
Archytas, in lamblichus's list of P3d;hagoreans. The date of the 
letter cannot be fixed. Plato and Archytas were already friends 
in 367 B.c. (Ep. vii. 338^7) and we do not know how much earlier. 

X. Plato to Aristodortis. A mere note commending the loyalty 
of the recipient to Dion and expressing the conviction that " loyalty, 
fidelity, honesty " (to pejiaiov xal t6 mardv xai vyieg) are the true 
" philosophy." There are no materials for judgement either way, 
but, as Ritter says, the tone "seems genuine." And why should 
one forge such a note ? 

XI. Plato to Leodamas, A meeting would be desirable, but 

^ Jaeger, Arisioteles, 1 12-124, 303-305. 

* Cicero quotes the sentiment with approval, de Finibus, II., xiv. 45: ut 
ad Archytam scripsit Plato, non sibi so soli natum meminerit, sed patriae, sect 
suis, ut perexigua pars ipsi relinquatur. 
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L. cannot contrive a visit to Athens and Plato is not equal to a 
journey which would probably bear no fruit. He might have sent 
Socrates, i.e. the Academic of that name who figures in the Poliiictis 
— but he is ill. One hint may be given to L. in connection with the 
colony he is projecting. A sound public life requires an authority 
which can exercise vigilant supervision of daily life. Such an 
authority can only be created if there is an adequate supply of 
persons fit to undertake the charge. It is useless to ch'eam of 
setting up such a body if its members would first have to be educated 
for the position. The date of the letter, if genuine , is probably about 
360 B.c.^ That Leodamas, a mathematician and member of the 
Academy, 2 as well as a statesman, should have consulted Plato 
about the founding of a “ city and received an answer is in keeping 
with all we know of the interests and jxisition of the Acadc'my in 
Plato's advanced age. C. Ritter, who finds linguistic affinities 
between xi., ii. and xiii., has only rather pointless objections to urge. 
He thinks that the precise character of the '' illness " of Socrates 
would not be given in a genuine letter. But siir(;ly wt^ all, ev(Mi 
if we are philosophers, do give such information to friends at a 
distance, and there is real point in making it plain that the ill- 
ness is not “diplomatic." Ritter also thinks the reason given for 
Plato's unwillingness to face the journey himself “ unworthy." (It 
s('ems to be a polite way of saying that he is too old.) Finally, 
it is " not Platonic " to say that when a situation is desperate, 
one can only “ pray " for better things. But why not ? Plato 
says the very thing at Ep. vii. 331^^. And the way in which the 
younger Socrates is mentioned is far too natural for the Hellenistic 
forger.^ 

XII. Plato to Archytas. A note acknowledging the receipt of 
certain " papers " {vTiojuvri/nara) and expressing admiration of their 
author as fully worthy of his legendary ancestors. The writer stands 
certain unrevised “ papers " of his own in return. Our chi(d MSS. 
append a note that the authenticity of this letter was disputed, — 
when or why is not known. C. Ritter inclines to attribute it to the 
author of ii., vi. and xiii. (that is, as I hold, to Plato). The strong('st 
argument on the other side is its apparent connection with the 
pretended letter from Archytas to Plato prefixed to Ocellus (or 
Occelus) the Lucanian on the Eternity of the CosmosA If this were 
genuine, xii. would be Plato's reply to Archytas, and the “ papers " 
sent to Plato would have to be identified with " Ocellus." There 
is no doubt that “ Ocellus " is a fabrication of the first or second 
century b.c. or that the “ letter of Archytas " is part of the fabrica- 

^ Post, op. cit., 37. 

* Proclus in Euclid. 1 . (Friedlein), 66, 212. 

* A forger, even if he knew of the younger Socrates, would have been 
afraid to make his document look suspicious to the purchaser by a reference 
which would seem like a bad chronological blunder about the great Socrates. 

‘ The fiction is that “ Ocellus ” is an ancient Pythagorean of the sixth 
century, whose work has just been unearthed after long concealment' 
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tion. Hence Zeller suggested the now widely accepted view that 
Ep. xii.is also the work of the same hand. This plausible view has, 
to my thinking, one fault. It assumes that the fabricator had the 
wit and sense to avoid introducing into Plato's “ reply " a single 
word which would deiinitely identify the papers " spoken of 
with “ Ocellus." Of course the introduction of such language is 
just the way in which the ordinary fabricator “ gives himself away," 
but the cleverness of avoiding the blunder seems to me a little too 
clever for the sort of persons who " faked " Pythagorean remains. 

I think it possible, then, tliat Ep, xii. may be a genuine note from 
Plato to Archyteis about matters otherwise unknown, and that 
its existence may have suggested to the fabricator of " Ocellus " 
the basis of his romance.^ But appearances are certainly strongly 
against xii. I take no account of the few additional "letters" 
which figure in tlie Life of Plato in Diogenes. They were never 
included in the " canon," or in any known Platonic MS. It was a 
mistake in principle on the part of C. F. Hermann to prejudice the 
case for the collection of the " thirteen epistles " by printing these 
items in his edition of Plato. ^ 

B, The ^Oqoi. 

This is a coll(‘ction of delinitions of terms of natural and moral 
science. The total number of terms defined is 184, but a good 
number of them receiver two or more alternative definitions. In 
the “ canon " the colh’ction was definitely marked off from the 
genuine work of Plato by exclusion from the " te tralogies." Since 
our collection was thus known to Dercylidesand Thrasylus, it must 
be older than the Christian era. I do not know that there is any 
furtlier evidence to show when or where it was made. The genuine- 
ness of the contents as old Academic work is fairly guaranteed 
by two considerations. Many of the definitions are simply extracted 
from the dialogues ; others are quoted and criticized by Aristotle, 
whose Topics, in particular, are rich in allusions of this kind. I 
think it will be found that there are no signs of Stoic influence, 
and this suggests that the collection, or a larger one of which it 
is what remains, goes back to a time before the rapprochement 
b('tween Academicism and Stoicism under Antiochus of Ascalon 
in the second quarter of the first century B.c. There seems also 
to he no serious trace of Aristotelian influence. No use is made 
of the great Av'isioieW passe-partout evegycia ; the genus of Fvdm/wvia 
is actually given {4T2d) as ( 5 iVrt///c; the Ari.stotelian distinction 

’ Since /ellcr, the fabrication of “ Ocellus ” and the correspondence 
connected with it has usually been assigned to the first century b.c. The 
latest editor, R. Harder, argues strongly for an earlier date in the second 
century (Harder, Ocellus Lucanus, 149 if.). 

* On the Epistles generally see also the Introduction to J. Souilhe's edition 
of them in the Collection des Universites de France. But the conclusions 
reached there seem to me vitiated by a violent animus against admitting 
authenticity. 
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between oo(j>ia and imaTt)fiq^ the speculative, and <f>Qvvt]aK, the 
practical exercise of intellige nce, has not affected the terminology. 
On the other side, Aristotle's technical word for " cona- 

tion," unknown elsewhere in the Platonic corpus, occurs twice, 
in the definitions of wish (413c) and of philosophy (414/^). The 
statement that vd/yorti; is emarrjfirjQ (414a) and the definition 
of deivoTna (4130) also sound Aristotelian. But these are tritles 
when set against the absence of the distinction between rmorijfit} 
and pqovrjaiQ. On the whole I believe we should be reasonably 
safe in saying that the collection fairly represents Academic ter- 
minology as it was in the time of Xenocrates and Aristotle. Since 
we know that Speusippus was keenly interested in terminology, and 
that a collection of oqoi was included among his works (D.L. iv. 5), 
we may infer that he is likely to be the ultimate source of much 
of our document. The Divisions of Xenocrates (D.L. iv. 13) are 
also likely to have contributed. As Aristotle quotes and critii izes 
Academic definitions not found in the collection, it is clear that 
we possess only an extract from more copious materials. 

C. vodevofievot. 

de Justo, A conversation between Socrates and an unnamed 
friend on the nature of to dixmov. Justice, the art of the judge 
(dixaaxriq), like counting, measuring, weighing, is an art of distin- 
guishing, It distinguishes the rightful from the wrongful. A given 
act, e.g, the uttc'rance of a false statement, may be sonu*tinu‘S 
right, sometimes wrong: right when it is done "in the aj)propriate 
situation " {ev deovn), wrong in all other cases. It is kmmdcdge 
which enabi es a man to recognize the appropriate occasion . W rong- 
doing, then, is due to ignorance, and so is involuntary. 

de Virtute. This conversation also is held by Socrates with a 
friend who is anonymous in most of the MSS. In the Vatican 
MS. called by Bumet O he has a name, Hippotrophus. I'he piece 
is thus presumably that mentioned by Diogenes Laertius under 
the alternative names Midon and Hippotrophis. It has the same 
type as the last. The question is whether " goodness " can be 
taught. In both pieces Socrates is made, as in the Minos, to 
originate the problem. The example of the various " arts " is 
used to show that if you would acquire si)ecial knowledge, you 
must put yourself under a specialist’s tuition. But "goodness" 
apparently cannot be acquired thus, since Thernistocles, Aristides, 
Thucydides, Pericles were all unable to impart it to their sons. 
Again "goodness" does not seem to come "by nature." If it 
did, we might have specialists in human nature, as we have fanciers 
of dogs and horses, and they would be able to tell us wliich young 
persons have the qualities tliat will repay careful training. " Good- 
ness," then, like propliecy, seems to depend on an incalculable 
" divine " inspiration. 

Boeckh, as we have said, regarded these trifles as the genuine 
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work of an acquaintance of Socrates, the cobbler Simon. ^ They 
cannot be that for several reasons. For (i) they are slavishly 
close imitations, often reproducing whole sentences of Plato's text. 
Thus the argument about the j)arallel between '' justice and the 
arts of number and measure in the de Itisio has been directly copied, 
as Stallbaum said, from Euthyphr. yb ff. The de Virtute is largely 
made up of similar “liftings" from the Meno and Protagoras. 
(2) The discourses ascribed to tlui cobbler Simon must have been 
shorter even than our two for there were thirty- 

three of them in a single roll (D.L. ii. 122). (3) The work ascribed 

to Simon was almost certainly a forgery. (The learned Stoic 
Panaetius said that the only certainly genuine dialogues by “ Socra- 
tic men " were those of Plato, Xenophon, Antisthenes, Aeschines ; 
those ascribed to Euclides and Phaedo were doubtful, all others 
spurious. D.L. ii. 64.) In fact, it is hard to doubt that we are 
dealing with late exercises in imitation of Plato’s style, “ atticizing " 
copies of a classic. The purity of the language is partly explained 
by this, partly by the presence of verbatim extracts. 

Demodocus. This hardly even pretends to be a dialogue. It 
is a direct harangue of Socrates to an audience which includes 
Demodocus (? the fatlier of Theages). The style is halting to the 
verge of inarticulatene.ss. The drift, obscured by verbiage, is that 
Socrates has been asked to advise the audience on some decision 
they are about to take. The request implies that there is a “ science 
of giving advice." Either the present audience possess this science 
or they do not. If they all possess it, there is nothing to discuss ; 
if none of them possess it, discussion is waste of time. If one or 
two possess it, why do not they advise the others ? Where is the 
use of listening to rival counsellors, or of taking a vote when their 
counsel has been heard ? How can persons who do not know for 
themselves which is the advisable course vote to any purpose on 
the advices of rival counsellors ? Socrates will certainly not advise 
such a set of fools. 

At this point the shambling speech ends. What follows seems 
to be a detached set of anecdotes, having nothing in common with 
what has gone before, except that Socrates is apparently the 
narrator, and that each anecdote embodies a rather puerile dilemma. 

(a) I once heard a man blame his friend for accepting the story 
of the plaintiff in a suit without troubling to hear the other side. 
This, he said, was unfair and a violation of the dicast's oath. The 
friend retorted that if you cannot tell whether one man is speaking 
the truth, you will be still more at a loss if there are two speakers 
with different stories. If they should both tell the same story, 
why need you listen to it twice ? 

(b) A man is reproached by a friend to whom he has refused 

^ For a statement of Boeckh's case see his essay In Platonis qui vulgo 
ferlur Mtttocin {Halle, 1806). It is fairly met and disproved by Stallbaum 
m the introduction to his own commentary on the Minos. 
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a loan. A bystander comments, Your rebuff is your own fault. 
For a fault means a failure to effect one's purpose, and you have 
failed to effect yours. Also, if your request was an improper one, 
it is a fault to have made it ; if it was proper, it is a fault not to 
have made it successfully. Also, you have not gone to work the 
right way, or you would not have been refused ; ergo, you have 
made a fault.*' A second bystander urged that any man may 
fairly complain if one whom he has helped refuses to'^lielp Iiini in 
turn. But the first speaker said, " The man either is able to do 
what you ask, or he is not. If he is not, you should not make so 
unreasonable a request ; if he is, how is it you did not succeed 
with him ? " “ Well, a man at least expects better treatment 
for the future if he remonstrates." " Not if the remonstrance is 
as groundless as it is in this case." 

(c) A man is blamed for giving ready credence to the random 
utterances of irresponsible pi rsons. Why ? Becausi‘ he believes 
the tale of " anyone and everyone " without investigation. But 
would it not be an equal fault to believe the tales of your most 
particular intimates without examination ? If a speaker is an 
intimate of A and a stranger to B, will A be right in believing liis 
tale and B equally right in disbelieving the same' story ? If the 
same tale is told you by an intimate and a stranger, must it not 
be equally credible on the lips of both ? 

The shambling and helpless style of these anecdotes shows 
that they come from the same hand as the foolish harangue to 
Demodocus. The writer must have been a person of low intelli- 
gence, with no power of expression and a taste for futile "eristic." 
I doubt whether his scraps were meant to form a connected whole. 

Sisyphus. Socrates is in conversation with a Pharsalian of 
the singular name of Sisyphus,^ whom he expected to have s(*en 
the day before among the audience at an epidexis or show-speech. 
Sisyphus explains that he was kept away by " our rulers," who 
commanded his presence at an important consultation.^ But what 
is consultation (to jhvXeveaOai) ? A process of inquiry (to ^tiTelv). 
Inquiring is trying to get fuller knowledge of something of which 
we have some preliminary notion, but not full knowledge. It is 
the presence in us of ignorance which makes this process difficult. 
But men do not " consult " about what lies beyond the range of their 
knowledge ; hence the business of yesterday should have been 
called an inquiry into the interests of Pharsalus. Why did not 
^■he inquirers take the course of "learning " the truth from some 

^ Presumably the Sisyphus of Pharsalus mentioned also by Theopompus, 
Fr. 19 {ap. Athenaeus, 252/). Sisyphus was perhaps a “ nicknaine.’* 
Xenophon (Hellenica, iii. i, 8) says that the Spartan commander Dercylidas 
was called so for his “artfulness.’* Athenaeus (500^) » Q'lofi ^8^ from liphorns, 
gives the sobriquet in his case as cKutfios, an obvious corruption (CK for 

CIC). ^ 

* Then is Socrates supposed to be in Thessaly, or were the government 
ollices ” of Pharsalus at Athens ? 
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one who already knew it, rather than the inferior course of trying 
to puzzle it out for themselves ? And can there really be a differ- 
ence betwe,en better and worse advice ? Advice always has refer- 
ence to the future, the future is what has not happened " and 
therefore has no determinate character (ov<5e cjivaiv exei ovdefilav). 
One guess about it cannot well be better or worse than any other. 

The writer is perhaps the same man as the author of the Demo- 
doc us ; he has the same foible for childish eristic, the same interest 
in the alleged puzzle about ** deliberation " and the same helpless- 
ness of style, though the Sisyphus is not quite so helpless as the 
Deniodocus, He has read the Meno ^ and he has one real point, 
though he doc^s not know how to manage it. He is playing with 
the conception of the future as something which is, as yet, nothing 
at all,-* and therefore not a subject for rational consideration. 
Possibly he is thinking of the Cyrenaic doctrine that the future, 
being unreal, is “ nothing to us," * and trying to " expose " it ? 

Eryxias. This is a much more serious production than any of 
the four just examined. The writer has provided a definite audi- 
(Uic(f, scene and date. Socrates is talking in the portico of Zeus 
hdeutherius ^ with Critias (the “ oligarch "), Eryxias and Erasis- 
tratus, nephew of Phaeax (the contemporary and rival of Alci- 
biades). The date is supposed to be between the Peace of Nicias 
and the determination taken in 416 by Athens to attack Syracuse, 
as we see from the opening remarks made by Erasistratus on the 
necessity of taking a firm line with that " wasp’s nest." The 
subject of the discussion, which is made to arise quite naturally, 
is the nature and worth of jiAoiTtoc, " capital," as we should say. 
Erasistratus holds that " the richest man is he who owns what is 
worth most." If so, may not a poor man in lusty health be said 
to be richer than an opulent invalid with whom he would never 
dream of changing places ? And there may be things of higher 
worth than health. It is evident, also, that the thing of highest 
worth is hapi)iness (tvdaijLiovia), It should follow that the richest 
of iiK'n are the " wise and good," because they do not impair their 
happiness by making false steps in life : " the man who knows 
what is good is the only real capitalist," — a clear allusion to the 
Stoic paradox, solus sapiens dives. Eryxias objects that a man 
might be as wise as Nestor and yet in want of the bare necessaries 
of life. Still, says S., such a man's wisdom might have a high 
value in exchange in any district where it was esteemed. A man 

' As we see not only from his reference to the old eristic quibble about 
rb p]Ttiv, but from his allusion to “ inquiring ’* into the ratio of “ diagonal " 
to “side,’‘ to which he adds the later problem of the “ duplication of the 
cube.” 

^ The view adopted by Dr. C. D. Broad, Scientific Thought, 66 ff. 

* Cf. the saying ascribed to Aristippus, iiovop elvai rb vapev, firjTe 

rb <l)$di'ov (xqTe rb 7r,io(T5oKu}fX€vov: rb fxfv yUp diroXulX^vaL, rb 8t &8rf\ov eivai el irdpe- 
0 rat, R.P. 267 . 

* For which see Pausanias, i 3 . 2 . It is also the scene of the Theages. 
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who understood the direction of life might make capital of his 
knowledge, if he chose. Eryxias treats this as a verbal quibble, 
and this leads to a dispute between him and Critias in which s! 
acts as seconder to Eryxias. Leaving on one side the verbal paradox 
that the wise man is the true capitalist, we may more profitably 
ask what ways of acquiring wealth are honourable, and whether 
wealth itself is or is not good. Eryxias thinks it is. Critias that 
it is not, since for some persons, those whose wealth leads them 
to perpetrate follies or crimes, wealth is so clearly not good ; but 
what is not good for everyone is not properly called a good. 'I'hat 
argument, says S., is a mere borrowing from Prodicus, who had 
publicly defended the thesis that everything is good for the man 
who knows how to use it, bad for the man who does not, but had 
been silenced and put to shame by a mere lad. The lad’s counter- 
argument was that only a fool expects to get as answers to prayc'r 
things he might learn from a teacher, or find out for himself. Pro- 
dicus, like other men, asks in his prayers that his lot may be 
good : on his own theory this amounts to praying that he may 
himself become good, and also, according to his own theories, good- 
ness is something a man can learn from a teacher. Critias is 
borrowing the argument of Prodicus, and if he is not hooted down, 
that is only because reasoning which would be seen to be bad in 
a “sophist” imposes on hearers who respect Critias as a gentleman 
and man of the world. 

Here S. directs attention to the original and still more funda- 
mental question what wealth is. You may say, “ abundance of 
XQrunara, means.” But what are means ? It is argued, with a 
little needless display of general information, that means are 
“ possessions which are of use to us.” Hence a cartload of Car- 
thaginian currency would not be “ means” at Athens, where it will 
not exchange for anything. Coin is popularly confused with wealth 
simply because it exchanges freely for clothes and all other com- 
modities. Now a professional man can exchange his professional 
services for commodities, and thus imarfjinaL, knowledge of pro- 
fessions, seems to be one form of capital. Again an article is only 
capital to one who knows how to use it, and the xa^oi xdyaOoC 
are the persons who know how to make the right use of everything. 
Thus there is a sense in which to make a man wiser is to make 
him richer. Critias still protests that possessions are not wealth, 
but the argument is continued. In any trade, a man’s capital 
clearly includes not only his materials but his implements, and 
sometimes also appliances for making those implements. If a 
man were once fully equipped with all that his body requires, 
money and such things would be useless to him. Again, since to 
learn you must be able to hear, the money a man pays his doctor 
for taking care of his hearing is actually useful as a means to 
“ goodness.” This money may have been made in a “ base ” 
calling, and thus a “ base ” thing may be useful for good. We are 
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almost tempted to say that, since a man can only become wise, 
healthy, good, if he has previously been ignorant, unwell, bad, 
ignorance, disease, vice are conditions sine quihus non of their 
opposites, and therefore useful, and ought, by consequence, to 
be called wealth. But apart from this paradox, we may ask our- 
selves one question, ‘‘ When is a man hai)pier and better, when he 
has the most or when he has the least numerous and expensive 
wants ? ** Since this amounts to asking whether a man is happier 
in disease or in health, the question answers itself. The rich, who 
have many and expensive wants, are not the truly happy. 

I think it clear that the piirjx)se of the dialogue, which is very 
interesting for its economic theses, is to canvass the Stoic doctrine 
that wisdom, virtue, wealth are identical, and that the sage is 
the only “ capitalist.** This is the thesis which Eryxias treats as 
idle playing with words and Socrates “side-tracks,** in order to 
discuss the more than verbal question whether riches are good or 
bad. It is part of the anti-Stoic polemic that S. supports Eryxias 
again.st Critias who denies that “ property ** is wealth. The author 
means to i)rot(;st against “ pulpit declamation ** which amounts to 
nothing but words and to replace it by the dispassionate Academic 
view that wealth and wisdom are diEercnt things, the one at the 
bottom, the other at the top of the scale of good. The Greek of 
the dialogue is not the Attic of Plato, yet it is hardly the vulgar 
xoivifl, I should conjecture that the work belongs to the begin- 
nings of the Acad('niic jiolemic against Stoicism, in the early decades 
of the third century. The writer seems to have drawn some of 
his material from the Callias of Aeschines,^ in which the wealth 
of the famous millionaire *' family was a prominent topic and 
Prodicus received some notice. Suidas ascribes an Eryxias to 
Aeschines himself, but there seems to be no other evidence for 
the existence of such a work. Presumably our Eryxias is meant, 
and Suidas has made a mistake about its authorship. 

Axiochus. In style this dialogue is far inferior to the Eryxias. 
The language is a vulgar kolvt^, full of non-Attic words and phrases. 
The mise-en-scene shows complete ignorance of the personages of 
Plato’s dialogues. The principal figure, apart from Socrates, is 
Axiochus of Scambonidae, the uncle of Alcibiades. The supposed 
date is fixed by a reference to the trial of the generals after Ar- 
ginusae (sGSd) as not earlier than 405, and Axiochus represents 
himself as having supported the protest of Socrates against the 
unconstitutionality of the proceedings. The writer has forgotten 
that Axiochus was, next to Alcibiades, the chief victim of the 
scandals of 415 and shared the capital sentence. 2 In the opening 

' See H. Dittmar, Aeschines van Sphettos, 198-199, who, however, 
perhaps mistakes a probability for a demonstration. 

* Andocides, i. 16, Agariste, wife of Alcmeonides and widow of Damon, 
gave information against Alcibiades, Axiochus and Adimantus, ^ 4 >vyov 
vifToi ird*'Tes 4 irl TavTjj ry fXTjvO^ei, Alcibiades afterwards had his hour of 
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scene (364a) Damon is mentioned as the music-master of Axiochus* 
son Clinias (the Clinias of the Euthydemus), and Socrates sees the 
two “ running towards him/* though Damon, a contemporary of 
Anaxagoras, would have been almost a centenarian if he had been 
living at the supposed date. The scheme of the dialogue is simple. 
Axiochus has been seized by a severe ** fit ** and apprehends death ; 
Socrates is called in to “ console ’* him. He does this by the 
arguments that (i) death is utter unconsciousness and after it 
there are no more pains to fear ; (2) life in the body is one unbroken 
scene of anxiety and suffering, so that it is a positive good to have 
done with it. This second point, intended to rule out the possible 
rejoinder to (i) that even if death brings no posthumous disagree- 
ables with it, it is still dreadful because it puts an end to the joie 
de vivre, is argued at length in a si)eech proft‘ssedly taken from 
the eminently wise Prodicus. (3) A further argument, also ascribcxl 
to Prodicus, is the dilemma, death matters neither to the living 
nor to the dead ; while we live, death is not there, and when we 
have died, we are not there.** Axiochus rejects these " consola- 
tions ** scomfully. They are the superficial twaddle" which is 
coming into vogue just now with empty-headed lads. It all sounds 
fine, but when one is face-to-face with death it proves idle bravado 
(369^). In the remainder of the dialogue Socrates drops the pre- 
tence of holding the views of Prodicus and discovers himself as 
a convinced believer in the blessed immortality of the soul. This, 
he says, is proved (i) by the achievements of man in his ascent 
from barbarism to civilization, (2) and particularly by his great 
intellectual triumph, his creation of astronomy, the science which 
reveals to us the magnolia Dei. Man could not have done all 
this, " were there not indeed the breath of God in his soul.'* I'his 
message goes home to the heart of Axiochus, who feels himself 
now delivered from his terrors. Socrates then completes his good 
work by relating a myth, in the Orphic style, of the blessedness 
of souls in the next life, professing to have learned it from a Persian 
magus. The myth leaves Axiochus actually " in love ** with death. 

I feel personally convinced that Immisch is right in the view 
taken of the purpose of the dialogue in his edition of it.^ As he 
points out, the third of the pretended " consolations ** produced 
by Socrates is the familiar Epicurean dilemma, “ death is nothing 
to us, for while we are, death is not, and when death is, we are 
not.'* ^ This is the argument of which Axiochus speaks with 
marked contempt as superficial " twaddle " momentarily fashion- 

triumph and restoration, but he had been banished again before 405 and 
all his connections were then in the worst odour. The alleged “ support " 
given to Socrates is unknown to the historians, and the reference to irpoebpoi 
in the ecclesia {^OSe) seems to show ignorance of the fifth -century method and 
procedure. , 

^ O. Immisch, Philologische Studien zu Plato. Krster Heft. Axiochus, 
Leipzig, 1896. 

■ Epicurus, Ep. iii. 125 (Bailey), Lucretius iii. 830. 
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able with mere boys. Immisch seems also to have shown that 
there are numerous distinctively Epicurean turns of speech through- 
out the so-called discourse of Prodicus on the misery of existence. 
Hence I cannot reject his conclusion that the dialogue is a piece 
of anti-Epicurean polemic, intended to contrast the Platonic 
with the Epicurean answer to the perennial question What may I 
hope for? and to insinuate that the "wisdom” of Epicurus is not 
even original. It is a mere revival of the ideas of a second-rate 
sophist, and a " doctrine of despair ” into the bargain. It is 
natural, though not absolutely necessary, to draw Immisch's 
further conclusion that, in the writer's day. Epicureanism was 
just beginning to be in vogue among fin-de-siecle youths. In that 
case we must date the composition as early as somewhere c. 305-300 
B.C., since Epicurus established himself at Athens in 307/6. Other 
scholars, such as Wilamowitz and H. Dittmar, reject this date 
as too early, but, though I do not want to be over-confident, I 
suspect they may be ascribing to " lateness ” faults of style and 
vocabulary which may only mean that the writer is neither an 
Athenian ^ nor a person witli a literary sense. I see no need to 
suppose a date later than the time of Epicurus, whose Greek is 
much of the same stamp. Tliere was an earlier Axiochus by Aes- 
chines of Sphettus of which all that is known is that, as we learn 
from Athenaeus, it painted an unfavourable picture of the debauched 
life of Alcibiades, and presumably of his uncle also. It can hardly 
have supplied our author with material. 2 

It is hardly necessary to say anything of the little trifle, not 
contained in our Plato MSS., called the Alcyon and attributed, 
in MSS., variously to Plato or to Lucian. (It is commonly included 
in printed texts of Lucian ; the only recent editor of Plato to print 
it is C. F. Hermann.) This piece of silly prettiness is certainly 
neither Plato's nor Lucian's ; since it was already known to Favori- 
nus of Arles,® it must be the work of some Atticist earlier than 
Lucian. It describes Socrates and Chaerephon as walking by the 
Bay of Phalerum, where they hear the cry of the (mythical) halcyon. 
Socrates relates the legend that the bird is a transformed woman, 
argues that, since God's power is incomprehensibly great, we must 
not be too ready to reject such " miracles,” and commends the 
story for its moral of wifely devotion. 

Diogenes Laertius (iii. 62) gives the following list of vo0bv6hevoi : 
Midon or Hippotrophus, Eryxias or Erasistratus, Alcyon, [a corrupt 

* The attempt to argue from 365^, 368^/ that the writer must be an Athenian 
because he makes his characters talk of their national heroes as they naturally 
would, does not deeply impress me. 

> On the Axiochus of Aeschines see H. Dittmar, Aeschines von Sphettos, 

• Favorinus ascribed it to a certain Leon (D.L. iii. 62). Athenaeus {516c) 
calls the author " Leon the Academic,” on the authority of Nicias of Nicaea. 
If this means the fourth-century mathematician Leon, the ascription is 
most improbable. 
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word], Sisyphus, Axiochus, Phaeaces, Demodocus, Chelidon, Heb- 
dome, Epimenides, The only work ” we jx)ssess not included 
in this list is the de lusto. This is absent, unless it is covered 
by the corrupt entry axepdXoiQ or dnepaXoi or dxF<f)a)io; ij (Schanz, 
tj), before the Sisyphus. As there was a dialogue Cephalus ascribed 
to Speusippus (D.L. iv. 4), the reference of Diogenes may be to 
that, as the Basle editors of the Vita Platonis suggest. Athenaeus 
( 5 o 6 d), apparently following Hegesander of Delphi, the author of 
a foolish diatribe against Plato, refers to an otherwise unknown 
Cimon, alleged to contain invectives against Themistocles, Myro- 
nides, Alcibiades and Cimon himself. Some of the statenumts 
made in this attack on Plato are so absurd that one may wonder 
whether the Cimon ever existed, except in the imagination of a care- 
less scribbler. 

There still survives in Syriac a translation of a Socratic 
dialogue, Herostrophos ^ dealing with the soul. The text was pub- 
lished by Lagarde in his Analecta Syriaca (1858) ; there is a German 
vcTsion with a discussion of provenance by V. Ryss(‘l in Rheinisches 
Museum, N.F. xlviii. 175-196. on which the following remarks are 
based. The dialogue is shown by its vocabulary and other pecu- 
liarities to be a genuine version of a Greek original ; the trans- 
lator, according to Ryssel, was the priest and physician Sergius 
of Rasain, a student of Aristotle who died at Constantinople soon 
after 536 a.d. The name of the interlocutor Herostrophos ap])ears 
to be a miswriting of Aristippus. (He is repn'sented as a stranger 
attracted to Socrates by his reputation for wisdom, exactly as 
Aeschines of Sphettus (D.L. ii. 65) related that Aristippus was 
drawn to Athens xard xXioq Zcoxgatovg. The two names, as 
written in Syriac, only differ by a single letter.) The problem to 
which he desires an answer is that of the fate of the soul at death. 
Does it perish with the body, enter a new body, or die for a time 
and revive again with the same body ? (The last alternative; seems 
to be suggested by the Christian dogma of the “ resurrection of 
the flesh,'" but might allude only to the Pythagorean and Stoic con- 
ception of “ cyclical recurrence " ?) 1 do not myself understand 

the confused reply of Socnates. He seems to be combining insis- 
tence on the thought that the soul is imperishable and immutable 
with the notion that it has fire as its chief cornjxuKnt. and the 
suggestion of an analogy between death and sunset. As the sun 
rises again to-morrow, so the soul reappears again with a n(;w body 
after the death of the pn\sent lx>dy. It does not appear that the 
lost Greek original was ever taken by anyone for a work of Plato, 
and I find it hard to believe that it is not influenced by Stoicism. 
This might account for the apparent materialism and also for the 
suggestion of the reappearance of the same body, if this is not 
actually a borrowing from Christianity. 

» My attention was first drawn to the point by Mr. W. L. Lorimer of 
St. Andrews University. 
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The Anthology contains a number of epigrams ascribed to Plato 
(though, in one or two cases, to other authors also). The fact of 
the ascription does not prove authenticity. On the other side, 
the manner and diction of Greek epigram is so stereotyped that 
it would probably be impossible to prove any of these conij)()sitions 
spurious on linguistic grounds. The collection will be found most 
conveniently in Hiller-Crusius, Anthologia Lyrica,^ Pt. 1 . The 
items which, if genuine, would throw some light on Platons per- 
sonality are i, the well-known couplet on Agathon, translated by 
Shelley ; 8, the lines on Alexis and Phaedrus ; 14, 15, two famous 
couplets on a beautiful boy, perhaps called Aster ; 7, a fine epigram 
commemorative of Dion, i and 8, at any rate, if genuine, would 
prove Plato to have had the “ erotic temperament. To my own 
mind, the occurrence of the names Agathon and Phaedrus is proof 
of spuriousness. The author clearly has in his mind the parts 
taken by Agathon the poet and Phaedrus of Myrrhinus in Plato’s 
great vganwog Xoyog the Symposium, and has forgotten that both 
were, grown men when Plato was under twelve. I see no reason 
why most of the other epigrams should not be Plato's, except that 
there is no particular reason why they must be. Even the lines 
on Dion, though worthy of Plato, can hardly be said to contain 
anything which might not be said by any other good epigrammatist. 
And it is, perhaps, hardly likely that Plato, writing after he was 
seventy about his devotion to a friend who had lived to be over 
fifty, would use the word eqoiQ to describe the attachment. I 
fear we must be content to say that though some of the verses 
may be Plato's, none need be so. 

A more interesting personal document is Plato's Will (D.L. 
iii. 41-43). The probability is that this and the Wills of Aristotle 
and Th(‘ophrastus are genuine. The Academy would have legal 
rea.sons for safeguarding the document, just as a society to-day 
proserv('s its charter of incorporation or its title-deeds. Die Will 
runs thus : “ Plato leaves jxissessions and devises them as here- 
under. The property at Iphistiadae bounded on the N. by the 
road from the shrine at Cephisia, on the S. by the shrine of Heracles 
at Ipliistiadae, on the E. by the land of Archestratus of Phrearria, 
on the W. by the land of Philippus of Cliollidae, shall be neither 
sold nor alienated, but secured in every way to the boy Adimantus.^ 
The propcTty at Iresidae purchased from Callimachus and bounded 
on the N. by the land of Eurymedon of Myrrhinus, on the S. by 
the land of Demostratus of Xypate, on the E. by the land of the 
said Eurymedon, on the W. by the Cephisus.*^ . . . Item, three 
minae of silver. Item, a silver goblet, weight 165 dr. Item, a 
cup, weight 45 dr. Item, a gold finger-ring and carring, com- 

' Presumably a descendant (? grandson) of Plato’s eldest brother. 

" Th(‘re is no statement about the way in which this property is devised. 
Either the text is defective or we must understand that this property also 
is part of the settlement on Adimantus, 
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bineci weight 4 ^ dr. Euclides the stone-cutter owes me three 
minac. 1 give Artemis her freedom. I leave the following lioiise- 
hold slaves, Tychon, Bictas, Apollonides, Dionysius. Also the 
household furniture specified in the anne.xed schedule of which 
Demetrius has the du{)licate. I leave no unpaid debts, I appoint 
as executors Leostlienes, Speusippus, Demetrius, Hegias, luiry- 
medon, Callimachus, Theopompus.” 

By comparison with the similar wills of Aristotle and Theo- 
phrastus we can see that Plato was by no means in afiluent circum- 
stances. 


See further on the works dealt work above : 

SiiOREY, V.—What Plato Said (pp. 415 444, “ I)()iil>tfiil aiul 
Spurious Dialogues ”). 

SouiLHE, J. — -Platon, IHalogues Suspects (Paris, i<)3o. 'I'ho 
author tends to tax eept the Clitophon, and A Iribiadcs 1) : 
Platon, Dialogues Apocryphes. (l^aris, 1930.) 
Friedlander, P. — Die Platonischen Schrijtrn (Ik’rliii and 
Leipzig, IQ30), pp. 1171J7 (on Hipparchus), 147-155 (on 
Theages), 233-245 (on Alcibiadcs 1 ). All these are accepted. 
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